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Preface

The work described herein summarizes the results of a preliminary study
which, when completed, will lead to the development of an improved numerical
model for concrete-to-soil interfaces for use in soil-structure interaction analyses.
These improvements will extend the accuracy of current interface models to
include unload-reload and staged shear interface behavior. Accurate unload-
reload concrete-to-soil interface behavior is important to cases involving the
partial or complete submergence of a lock and its backfill, commonly referred to
as a post-construction rise in the groundwater level. The resulting interface
numerical model is intended for implementation in the incremental construction
soil-structure interaction program SOILSTRUCT. Funding for this research was
provided by the Computer-Aided Structural Engineering Project sponsored by
Headquarters, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (HQUSACE), as part of the Civil
Works Research and Development Program on Structural Engineering
(CWR&D). The work was performed under Civil Works Work Unit 31589,
“Computer-Aided Structural Engineering (CASE),” for which Dr. Robert Hall,
Structures Laboratory (SL), U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station
(WES), is Problem Area Leader and Mr. H. Wayne Jones, Information
Technology Laboratory (ITL), WES, is the Principal Investigator. The
HQUSACE Technical Monitor is Mr. Lucian Guthrie, CECW-ED.

The work was performed at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University, Blacksburg, by Mr. Jesiis E. Gémez, doctoral student, and
Dr. George M. Filz, Associate Professor, under the guidance and supervision of
Dr. Robert M. Ebeling, Computer-Aided Engineering Division (CAED), ITL.
The research consisted of performing large-scale sand-to-concrete interface tests,
researching current interface models for primary shear loading, and developing a
preliminary interface model for staged shear primary loading and unloading-
reloading. A survey of existing concrete retaining walls was carried out by
Mr. Gémez. The concrete specimen for interface testing was prepared by
Mr. Gémez and Mr. Derrick Shelton at the Structures Laboratory at Virginia
Tech. Mr. Gémez performed the large-scale interface test program at the
Geotechnical Laboratory at Virginia Tech. The preliminary version of the new
interface model was developed by Mr. G6mez and Dr. Filz, with contributions by
Dr. Ebeling. This report was prepared by Mr. Gémez, Dr. Filz, and Dr. Ebeling
under the direct supervision of Mr. H. Wayne Jones, Chief, CAED, ITL, and
Dr. N. Radhakrishnan, Director, ITL.



At the time of publication of this report, Director of WES was Dr. Robert W.
Whalin. Commander was COL Robin R. Cababa, EN.

The contents of this report are not to be used for advertising, publication, or
promotional purposes. Citation of trade names does not constitute an official
endorsement or approval of the use of such commercial products.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Soil-Structure Interaction (SSI) analyses have proven to be a powerful tool for
use in analyzing, designing, and monitoring geotechnical structures. A
substantial amount of the geotechnical literature of the last 30 years has dealt
with the development or improvement of techniques for SSI analyses of retaining
walls, piles, anchors, etc. These analyses may be performed to address key issues
concerning the behavior of the structure in the design stage, and often provide a
means for evaluation of instrumentation data from the completed structure.

SSI analyses are particularly useful in problems of complex geometry and
loading conditions such as lock walls. In these cases, simple analyses are not
adequate to characterize the behavior of the soil-structure system. Factors such as
the placement of the backfill, filling of the lock with water, changes in the water
table elevation behind the wall, temperature fluctuations, etc., play an important
role in the behavior of the structure.

The first clear evidence of the importance of these factors was provided by the
analyses of the Port Allen and Old River locks performed by Clough and Duncan
(1969). Extensive instrumentation data suggested deformation patterns of the
locks that seemed unreasonable, and were therefore considered as produced by
instrumentation errors. Clough and Duncan (1969 and 1971) showed that close
modeling of the construction stages of the lock and the use of a simple but
adequate constitutive model for the soil and for the soil-to-structure interface
yielded results in close agreement with the measured data. For their analyses they
used the hyperbolic model for soils proposed by Duncan and Chang (1970)
following previous work by Kondner (1963) and Kondner and Zelasko (1963).
The adequacy of this simple stress-strain model for use in SSI analyses is
discussed in section 4.1 of Ebeling, Peters, and Mosher (1997). This model has
been extended to interface behavior as described by Clough and Duncan (1971).

Several important contributions followed the pioneering work of Clough and
Duncan. Studies of the Red River Lock and Dam No. 1 (Ebeling et al. 1993;
Ebeling and Mosher 1996; and Ebeling, Peters, and Mosher 1997), the North
Lock Wall at McAlpine Locks (Ebeling and Wahl 1997), and Locks 27 (Ebeling,
Pace, and Morrison 1997) are good examples of state-of-the-art techniques

Chapter 1 Introduction




available for SSI analyses. These studies showed that the behavior of the soil-
structure interface has a significant influence on the magnitudes of the loads
acting against the lock wall. They also illustrated that the pre- and post-
construction stress paths followed by interface elements often involve
simultaneous changes in normal and shear stresses, as well as shear stress
reversals.

The hyperbolic interface model developed by Clough and Duncan (1971) is a
very useful tool for SSI analyses. It is easy to implement and the parameters
involved in the hyperbolic fit to laboratory data have a physical meaning.
Although it models interface behavior in the primary loading stage very closely, it
has not been extended to accurately model simultaneous changes in shear and
normal stresses, reduction of shear stress, reversals in the direction of shear, or
unload-reload cycles at the interface.

The purpose of the research described in this report is to develop test data and
perform preliminary modeling. This will lead ultimately to the development of an
improved numerical model for soil-structure interfaces that can handle a wide
variety of stress paths. This research is being performed in two phases. The
results of the first phase are summarized in this report. Development of the final
version of the improved interface model will be completed during the second
phase of research. Implementation of this improved model in SSI analyses of
lock walls will allow a more realistic evaluation of the vertical and horizontal
forces that act on this type of structure.

1.2 Interface Behavior in SSI Analyses

Based on SSI analyses of four hypothetical earth retaining structures, Ebeling,
Duncan, and Clough (1990) concluded that the interface shear stiffness has a
significant influence on the distribution of forces on the structure. They
performed two different analyses of the same structure using the expected
maximum and minimum values of shear stiffness of the backfill-to-structure
interface. A difference of 12.5 percent was found between the values of friction
angle mobilized at the base of the structure for the two analyses. Further
evidence of the importance of interface behavior in SSI analyses has been
provided in a study of the North Lock Wall at McAlpine Locks (Ebeling and
Wahl 1997).

1.2.1 The North Lock Wall at McAlpine Locks

The North Lock Wall at McAlpine Locks (Ebeling and Wahl 1997) has been
designed as a monolith of roller-compacted concrete (RCC) directly founded on
rock as illustrated in Figure 1-1. The lock wall will be 22.25 m (73 ft) high with
a dense granular backfill extending from the new RCC lock to the existing lock
wall as shown in the figure. The analyses were performed using the finite
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element program SOILSTRUCT-ALPHA (Ebeling, Duncan, and Clough 1990),
which is an updated version of SOILSTRUCT (Clough and Duncan 1969) that
allows for separation between the base of the wall and the foundation.

The analyses performed for the North Lock Wall were completed in three
phases: (a) gravity turn-on analysis prior to construction of the new lock,
(b) incremental construction of the new lock and concurrent backfill placement,
and (c) postconstruction submergence of the backfill and flooding of the lock
chamber. The lock-to-backfill, lock-to-rock, and backfill-to-rock interfaces were
modeled using Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke (1968) one-dimensional interface
elements. The hyperbolic models proposed by Duncan and Chang (1970) and
Clough and Duncan (1971) were used for the backfill and the interfaces,
respectively.

Table 1-1 shows the results of the analyses in terms of the effective horizontal
and vertical forces F, and F, per unit length, acting on section A-A represented in
Figure 1-1." The vertical force F, represents the downdrag on section A-A caused
by the settlement of the backfill.

Table 1-1
Summary of Results of SSI Analyses for the North Lock at
McAlpine Locks (adapted from Ebeling and Wahl 1997

Effective Overburden, | F,’, kN perm | F_, kN per m
Condition kN per m Run Of Wall | Run Of Wall | Run Of Wall | K, K,
After backdilling 2,782 1,217 167 0.437 |0.060
After submergence | 2,515 1,155 99 0.459 | 0.039

The earth pressure coefficients K, and K, also shown in Table 1-1, are a
convenient way to quantify the effective horizontal and vertical forces acting on
section A-A. They represent the ratio of these forces to the effective overburden
and are calculated as follows (Ebeling and Wahl 1997):

El25
Effective Overburden = [ o, dy (1-1)
EI370

FI
K, = X
h Effective Overburden 1-2)

F

K, = d )
" Effective Overburden (1-3)

where o, = effective vertical stress acting along section A-A.

! For convenience, symbols are listed and defined in the Notation (Appendix A).
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The earth pressure coefficients K, and K, are useful for consistent comparison
between results of analyses at different operational stages of the lock wall, and
even between retaining walls of different geometry and loading conditions. The
vertical earth pressure coefficient K|, is also used in a simplified procedure to
estimate the downdrag on retaining walls founded on rock. This simplified
procedure (Appendix F in Engineer Circular (EC) 1110-2-291, Stability Analysis
of Concrete Structures (Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(HQUSACE), 1997)) is described in detail in Chapter 2.

The results in Table 1-1 show that, after backfilling and prior to inundation,
the magnitude of the downdrag on the wall is substantial and amounts to
6 percent of the effective overburden. The mechanism for generation of this
downdrag during backfilling is illustrated in Figure 1-2a. The initial horizontal
position of the surface of a compacted lift is shown. As the backfill placement
progresses, the weight of the newly placed and compacted lifts compresses the
underlying backfill. The relative movement between the compressing backfill
and the wall generates shear stresses at the backfill-to-structure interface. The
final configuration of the lift illustrates the nonuniform compression of the
backfill due to the restraint imposed by the interface shear stresses.

Filz (1992) and Filz and Duncan (1997) showed that the distribution of the
backfill-to-structure interface shear stresses is not uniform along the height of the
wall. For walls founded on relatively incompressible materials, such as the rock-
founded North Lock Wall, there is no settlement at the bottom of the backfill due
to the absence of underlying compressible material. The top of the backfill does
not settle if no further loads are applied after completion of backfilling with soils
that do not creep. The maximum interface shear stress occurs at some
intermediate point between the top and bottom of the backfill.

Table 1-1 also shows the results of the analyses considering a postconstruction
submergence of the backfill. There is a substantial reduction of the vertical shear
force and the vertical earth pressure coefficient K, with respect to the analysis
before submergence. The mechanism for this reduction of shear stresses is
illustrated in Figure 1-2b. As the groundwater level in the backfill rises, there is a
decrease in the effective stresses and, in the absence of hydrocompression, an
upward movement of the backfill. As the backfill in contact with the wall rises,
the shear stresses at the interface decrease.

The magnitude of the vertical shear forces acting on the back of the wall may
have a significant impact on the stability of the structure. These vertical shear
forces have a stabilizing effect that could produce economies if accounted for in
the design of the structure. Reliable calculation of these forces requires an
adequate constitutive model for the interface response to conditions such as those
represented in Figure 1-2.
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1.2.2 Limitations of existing interface models

Two interface elements are represented in the simplified lock wall scheme of
Figure 1-2. The normal and shear stresses acting on these elements change
simultaneously during backfill placement and subsequent submergence of the
backfill. Figure 1-3a shows the typical field stress paths followed by these
elements during placement of the backfill. Element 1, which is located close to
the top of the backfill, follows the stress path A-B. Element 2, which is located at
midheight of the backfill, is subjected to larger normal and shear stresses at the
end of the backfill placement and may follow a stress path such as A-C. It also
undergoes larger interface displacements than element 1.

Although the Clough and Duncan (1971) hyperbolic interface model works
well for a typical laboratory stress path such as the one shown in Figure 1-3a, the
response of the interface to the actual field stress path may differ substantially
from that predicted by the model. Laboratory shear tests can be performed to
determine the interface response to stress paths such as the one represented in
Figure 1-3b.

Figure 1-4a shows the stress paths that may be followed by the two interface
elements in Figure 1-2 during inundation of the backfill. Element 2 may follow
the stress path C-E. The shear stresses acting on element 2 decrease
simultaneously with the normal stresses. The stress path for element 1 is
represented by line B-D. Element 1 undergoes a larger displacement along the
interface because the thickness of the underlying backfill subject to rebound is
larger. Due to this large displacement and the low initial shear stress acting on
element 1, inundation of the backfill may induce a reversal in the direction of
shear. Further fluctuations in the water table behind the lock wall may induce
unload-reload cycles on the interface.

Two different SSI analyses were performed for the North Lock Wall at
McAlpine Locks considering partial submergence of the backfill. Figure 1-5
shows the two different interface responses used for these analyses. In the stiff
unload interface model, shown in Figure 1-5a for a constant effective normal .
stress, the shear stiffness during the reversal is assumed equal to the initial shear
stiffness K;. Changes in effective normal stress occurred in the interface
elements as the water table rose in the backfill. This resulted, in turn, in a change
in the interface shear stiffness used during unloading of the interface elements.

In the soft unload interface model, shown in Figure 1-5b for a constant effective
normal stress, the primary loading curve is maintained as the interface
constitutive relationship during unloading. The results of the two SSI analyses
are summarized in Table 1-2. These results show that the vertical shear forces
acting on the wall after partial submergence of the backfill are significantly lower
for the stiff interface response model during unloading compared to the results for
the soft interface response. The computed effective base pressure below the heel
of the lock wall (results not shown) is lower for the SSI analysis using the stiffer
interface model during postconstruction, partial submergence of the backfill.

This behavior is attributed to both the lower shear force and slightly larger
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Figure 1-3. Interface responses to stress paths with changing shear and normal stresses
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horizontal earth pressure force acting on the back of the lock wall for the SSI
analysis with the stiff interface model.

Table 1-2

Comparison of Results of SSI Analyses at Section A-A for Two
Different Models of Interface Response to Unloading (adapted from}
Ebeling and Wahl 1997)

Effective Overburden, | F,kNperm |F,kNperm
Condition kN per m Run of Wall | Run of Wall RunofWall | K, K,
“Stiff” model 2,515 1,155 99 0.459 | 0.039
“Soft” model 2,515 1,131 130 0.450 | 0.052

Knowledge is limited about the actual interface response to shear stress
reversals, unload and reload cycles, or simultaneous change in shear and normal
stresses. One of the most significant works on the response of concrete-to-soil
interfaces was performed by Peterson et al. (1976). Their results, along with
those reported in Clough and Duncan (1969), have been the main source of
information on interface response for SSI analyses of lock walls. Peterson et al.
(1976) used a 101.6- by 101.6-mm (4- by 4-in.) shear box to test combinations of
different concrete surfaces and sands. The most important variables analyzed
were roughness of the concrete surface and gradation and relative density of the
sand. Their work has three main limitations: (a) the frequency of the reported
data points collected during interface testing is in general not adequate to model
the behavior during shear reversals, (b) no tests were performed to model
simultaneous changes in normal and shear stresses, and (c) end effects due to the
small dimensions of the shear box may have influenced the results, especially
with respect to the initial stiffness during shear load reversals.

1.2.3 Improvements to existing models

In order to introduce improvements in the existing interface models, it is
necessary to perform laboratory tests that model stress paths such as those
described in the preceding section. Figure 1-3b shows a laboratory stress path
designed to probe the yield surface. In the laboratory test the interface is sheared
initially under a constant normal stress, then the normal stress is increased
instantaneously and shearing is progressed to failure. This type of loading is
referred to as staged shear throughout this report. Two possible responses of the
interface to the staged shear stress path are shown in Figure 1-3c. The response
- commonly assumed in the hyperbolic model is parallel to the initial loading
curve. Figure 1-4b shows laboratory stress paths that can be followed to study the
response of the interface under a reversal in shear stresses. Two possible
responses of the interface to the stress path 3-4 in Figure 1-4b are illustrated in
Figure 1-4c.

The results of a series of such tests will allow the development of an improved
numerical model that can be used in SSI analyses. It is anticipated that the
improved model will be an extension to the existing hyperbolic model developed
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by Clough and Duncan (1971). This new model will be implemented in the finite
element code SOILSTRUCT and will be calibrated against the results of a
pilot-scale test using the Instrumented Retaining Wall (IRW) at Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University, Blacksburg (Virginia Tech) (Sehn and
Duncan 1990).

1.3 Project Scope

In order to achieve these research goals, it is necessary to perform laboratory
testing on soil-to-concrete interfaces, develop an improved numerical model
based on the results of these tests, implement the new model in the program
SOILSTRUCT, and calibrate the model against the results of large-scale tests
performed using the IRW at Virginia Tech. At the time this Phase 1 report was
prepared, several soil-to-concrete tests had been completed and preliminary
development of an improved numerical model had been accomplished. This
work, which is discussed in subsequent chapters, comprises the scope of the
Phase 1 report.

1.3.1 Interface testing

Virginia Tech’s Large Displacement Shear Box (LDSB) was used to perform
the soil-to-concrete interface shear tests. The LDSB was used previously to test
clay-geomembrane interfaces (Shallenberger and Filz 1996). Several modifica-
tions to the original configuration of the LDSB were necessary to permit the kind
of soil-to-concrete interface testing necessary for this project. For this Phase 1
investigation, the tests were performed on the interface between a uniform dense
sand and concrete. The purpose of these tests was to observe the response of the
interface to stress paths such as those shown in Figures 1-3b and 1-4b. The
details of sample preparation, testing procedures, and results are described in this
report.

Additional tests will be performed to investigate the influence of the following
variables on interface behavior: density, gradation, and angularity of sand. A
plan for performing these tests is included in this Phase 1 report, and the
complete series of test results will be presented in the final (Phase II) report of
this investigation.

1.3.2 Development of interface model

A preliminary improved numerical model was developed according to the
results of the interface tests between the uniform dense sand and the concrete,
performed for this phase of the investigation. This preliminary model is based on
the hyperbolic formulation developed by Clough and Duncan (1971), which has
been extended to model shear reversals, load-unload cycles, and staged shear. It
was found that the model gives accurate approximations of the interface response
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under these loading conditions. However, it has not been evaluated against
results of tests performed on other types of interfaces.

A more complete version of this model will evolve as the laboratory testing
progresses and as other variables are investigated. It is anticipated that the IRW
test will supply valuable information for calibration of the model. The more
complete version of the model will be included in the final report of this
investigation.

1.4 Report Organization

This report describes the work completed to date for this investigation. The
report is organized in three main sections. The literature review is presented in
Chapter 2, which contains a description of previous work on interface testing,
interface modeling, and SSI analyses.

Chapter 3 contains a complete description of the testing equipment, testing
procedures, and results of laboratory testing performed on the soil and on the soil-
to-concrete interface. The basic properties of the soil used for the interface
testing, results of triaxial tests, and hyperbolic modeling for this soil are
presented. A description of the preparation method and characteristics of the
concrete surface is also included. Detailed descriptions of the interface test
procedures, sample preparation, and results obtained are presented.

The hyperbolic fit to the data from the interface tests is presented in Chapter 4.
A preliminary interface model that is applicable to primary loading under
constant or changing normal stress, as well to reversals in the shear direction, is
described. Finally, limitations of the proposed preliminary model are discussed.

A discussion of the results obtained so far and preliminary conclusions are
included in Chapter 5. A brief description of the planned laboratory and
analytical work is also presented.
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2 Literature Review

The literature review presented in this chapter includes the topics considered
relevant for this Phase 1 report: interface testing, constitutive models of interface
behavior, and SSI analyses of retaining walls. Further revision of the available
literature will be carried out as needed for the second phase of this investigation.

2.1 Interface Testing

Several studies have been published regarding laboratory interface testing.
Most often, interface tests were performed to determine the soil-to-structure
friction angle for design of geotechnical structures, such as retaining walls, buried
culverts, piles, etc. In some cases, parameters for constitutive modeling of
interface response were determined from laboratory tests that model field loading
conditions.

Interface tests have been performed on many types of soil-to-structure, soil-to-
rock, and rock-to-rock interfaces. In this section, emphasis is given to previous
studies of soil-to-concrete and sand-to-steel interfaces. The results of tests
performed on both types of interfaces provide valuable insights into fundamental
aspects of interface behavior.

2.1.1 Direct Shear Box (DSB) devices

Early systematic efforts to obtain data on the behavior of soil-to-structure
interfaces were carried out by Potyondy (1961), Clough and Duncan (1971), and
Peterson et al. (1976), among others. Their tests were performed using a slightly
modified Direct Shear Box (DSB) in which a concrete specimen occupied one of
the halves of the shear box. In most cases, the soil sample was prepared against a
concrete specimen situated at the bottom. The tests were typically performed by
first increasing the normal pressure to a desired value, then shearing the interface
under constant normal stress to a maximum displacement of typically 12.5 mm
(0.5 in.).

The work performed by Peterson et al. (1976) appears to be the most complete
study of the fundamental factors that influence interface behavior. They
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performed a large number of sand-to-concrete interface tests using a 102- by
102-mm (4- by 4-in.) DSB. In their tests, the interface was inundated and
sheared, under drained conditions and constant normal load, to 2 maximum
displacement of 12.5 mm (0.5 in.). They analyzed the influence of normal stress,
interface roughness, and soil characteristics on the interface behavior, and
developed a database of sand-to-concrete interface friction angles.

Peterson et al. (1976) also demonstrated the convenience of the Clough and
Duncan (1971) hyperbolic formulation to model interface behavior. They
developed a set of hyperbolic parameter values, which have been used as an
important source of data for SSI analyses up to the present time (Ebeling et al.
1993; Ebeling and Mosher, 1996; Ebeling, Pace and Morrison 1997; Ebeling,
Peters and Mosher 1997; Ebeling and Wahl 1997).

The DSB presents two important advantages: wide availability and relatively
simple test setup and sample preparation procedures. Consequently, it has been
the common choice for interface testing in research and practice. A summary of
published works describing interface testing performed using DSB-type devices
is presented in Table 2-1. Other applications of the DSB include testing on
interfaces such as soil to geomembrane, soil to geotextile, and geomembrane to
geotextile. Commercial devices have been developed for larger interface areas of
up to 305 by 305 mm (12 by 12 in.), which can also be used for soil-to-concrete
testing.

Traditional DSB devices present several limitations. The maximum relative
displacement that can be attained in a conventional DSB is limited; hence, the
determination of the interface residual strength becomes difficult. Additionally,
end effects, induced by the presence of the rigid walls of the soil container, may
introduce errors in the test results.

Kishida and Uesugi (1987), Fakharian and Evgin (1995), and Evgin and
Fakharian (1996) have pointed out that the actual sliding displacement 4,
between the soil particles and the concrete cannot be directly measured in the
DSB, as illustrated in Figure 2-1. The displacement 4,,, measured between the
soil box and the concrete specimen, includes the sliding displacement at the
interface, as well as the deformation 4 of the sand mass due to distortion under
the applied shear stresses.

2.1.2 Direct Simple Shear (DSS) devices

Direct Simple Shear (DSS) devices have been intensively employed for
interface testing during the last two decades, primarily on sand-to-steel and clay-
to-steel interfaces. Sand-to-steel tests have yielded interesting results regarding
the general behavior of interfaces. Many of these results are applicable to sand-
to-concrete interfaces as well. A summary of the previous work on interface
behavior, where testing was performed in DSS apparatuses, is presented in
Table 2-2.
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Table 2-1

Previous Work on Direct Shear Testing of Sand-to-Concrete and Sand-to-Steel

Interfaces
Type of Interface
Source and Dimensions ___! Type of Loading Summary
Potyondy (1961) | Sand-to-concrete Monotonic shear under ¢ Developed a database of interface friction
Sand-to-steel constant normal stress parameter values for interfaces between sand
and concrete of varying roughness
Clough and Sand-to-concrete Monotonic shear under * Developed a hyperbolic formulation for modeling
Duncan (1971) constant normal stress interface response
Peterson et al. Sand-to-concrete Monotonic shear and shear ¢ Analyzed the relationship between the interface
(1976) and 102 mm x 102 mm reversal under constant normal response and the interface roughness, soil type,
Kulhawy and stress and soil density and gradation
Peterson (1979) ¢  Added important contributions to the database of

parameters for the Clough and Duncan (1971)
hyperbolic formuiation

Acar, Durgunoglu,

Sand-to-concrete

Monotonic shear under

Studied the relationship between void ratio of the

and Tumay Sand-to-steel constant normal stress sand and interface friction angle
(1982) * Presented a relationship between void ratio and
hyperbolic parameter values for Clough and
Duncan (1971) formulation for the interface used
in their tests
Desai, Drumm, Sand-to-concrete Cyclic shear under constant e Developed the Cyclic Multi-Degree-of-Freedom
and Zaman 305 mm x 305 mm normal stress {CYMDOF) device for interface testing
(1985) * Studied the influence on intetrface response of
the following factors: displacement and shear
stress amplitude, number of loading cycles, and
initial density of the sand
Bosscher and Sand-to-concrete Cyclic shear under e Studied the relationship between interface
Ortiz (1987) Sand-to-rock constant normal stress roughness and interface friction angle
* Assessed the effect of roughness on damping
ratio of the interface
Lee etal. (1989) | Sand-to-concrete Monotonic shear under ¢ Developed a set of hyperbolic parameters for the
100 mm x 100 mm constant normal stress response of the interface used in their tests
Hryciw and Sand-to-ribbed steel | Monotonic and cyclic shear e Studied the mechanisms of dilation and shear
Irsyam (1993) 267 mm x 76 mm under constant normal stress band formation at the interface
e Studied the influence of rib geometry and
spacing, and soil density on the interface
response
One of the main advantages of DSS devices is the ability to measure
separately the total interface displacements 4,,,,. and the soil distortion 4, as
illustrated in Figure 2-1. According to Uesugi and Kishida (1986b), the
horizontal deformation due to distortion of the sand mass is an important
component of the total displacement measured in the DSS device.
DSS devices have important limitations for interface testing: (a) nonuniform
distribution of stresses at the interface (Kishida and Uesugi 1987),
(b) complicated sample preparation, and (c) limited maximum total displacement,
which does not exceed 25.4 mm (1 in.).
16
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Figure 2-1. Distortion of the sand mass during interface tests in the DSB and DSS devices

2.1.3 Other devices

In order to overcome the limitations of the conventional apparatuses for
interface testing, several investigators have developed special devices.
Brummund and Leonards (1973) developed an annular device in which a
cylindrical specimen of the structural material was embedded in sand. During
testing, the specimen of structural material was pulled along its axis to failure,
under a confining pressure applied on the boundary of the sand sample. This
device was created in an attempt to model the behavior of a pile shaft. The
sample preparation for this type of test is complicated, and the normal stresses at
the interface are difficult to control and depend on the relative stiffness between
the structural specimen and the sand (Kishida and Uesugi 1987).

Ring shear devices have been used by Huck and Saxena (1981) and Yoshimi
and Kishida (1981) for sand-to-concrete and sand-to-steel interface testing.
According to Stark, Williamson, and Eid (1996), the advantages of ring shear
devices are unlimited interface displacement, making possible the determination
of residual interface shear strengths; shearing along the same interface throughout
the test; and no eccentric loading during shear.
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Table 2-2

Previous Work on Direct Simple Shear Testing of Sand-to-Concrete and Sand-to-Steel

Interfaces
Type of Interface
Source and Dimensions Type of Loading Summary
Uesugi and Kishida Sand-to-steel Monotonic shear under e Concluded that distortion of the sand sample
(1986a and 1986b) 100 mm x 40 mm constant normal stress is an important component of the total
displacement
Kishida and Uesugi Sand-to-steel Monotonic shear under * Found a direct relationship between steel
(1987) 400 mm x 100 mm | constant normal stress roughness and interface friction coefficient
Uesugi, Kishida, and | Sand-to-steel Monotonic shear and shear *  Found that slippage and rolling of sand
Tsubakihara (1988) 400 mm x 100 mm | reversal under constant particles occur during shear, on rough steel
normal stress surface
¢ Found that only slippage occurs on smooth
steel surface
«  Found that large volume changes of sand
occur near the contact with the steel surface
* Reported shear band formation on rough
surfaces, not on smooth surfaces
Uesugi, Kishida, and | Sand-to-steel Cyclic shear under constant ¢ Confirmed observations on shear band
Tsubakihara (1989) 100 mm x 40 mm normal stress formation by Uesugi, Kishida, and
Tsubakihara (1988)
Uesugi, Kishida, and | Sand-to-concrete Cyclic shear under constant s Observed similar behavior as in sand-to-steel
Uchikawa (1990) 100 mm x 40 mm nomal stress interfaces
*  Found that large volume changes of the sand
occur in the vicinity of the concrete surface
*  Observed shear band formation
¢ Reported that actual sliding displacement
between sand particles and concrete is small
* Found a direct relationship between concrete
roughness and friction coefficient
Evgin and Fakharian | Sand-to-steel Monotonic shear under ¢ Developed the Cyclic 3-D Simple Shear
(1996) 100 mm x 100 mm | constant normal stiffness Interface (C3DSSI), from a previous DSB
version by Fakharian and Evgin (1996),
capable of applying shear stresses in two
orthogonal directions
Fakharian and Evgin | Sand-to-steel Cyclic shear with constant * Studied the interface shear strength
(1997) 100 mm x 100 mm | normal stiffness degradation during cyclic shear under
constant normal stiffness
Desai and Rigby Clay-to-steel and Cyclic shear under constant e Presented the CYMDOF-P device, with pore
(1997) clay-to-rock normal stress pressure measurement capabilities, which is
165-mm diameter still under development.

The following are principal disadvantages of the ring shear device:
(a) complicated sample preparation procedures, especially for sand-to-concrete
interfaces (Kishida and Uesugi 1987); (b) relatively narrow soil samples, which
may induce scale effects in some interface tests; (c) nonuniform radial
distribution of shear stresses (Stark, Williamson and Eid 1996); and (d) unknown
actual sliding displacement at the interface in the case of rigid ring shear devices.

2.1.4 Summary of previous findings on interface

testing and interface behavior

There seems to be no universal agreement on procedures and data
interpretation for interface testing. Furthermore, little progress on the

18
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understanding of the behavior of sand-to-concrete interfaces has occurred since
the works of Clough and Duncan (1971) and Peterson et al. (1976). However,
several observations, which have been substantiated in more recent
investigations, may be considered of special interest for this research:

a. The Clough and Duncan (1971) hyperbolic formulation is an adequate
model] for the behavior of interfaces under constant normal stress and
monotonic shearing (Peterson et al. 1976; Acar, Durgunoglu, and Tumay
1982; Lee et al. 1989).

b. The main factors affecting interface behavior under monotonic loading are
interface roughness, soil density, particle angularity, and normal stress
(Peterson et al. 1976; Bosscher and Ortiz 1987; Hryciw and Irsyam 1993;
Uesugi and Kishida 1986a; Kishida and Uesugi 1987; Uesugi, Kishida,
and Tsubakihara 1988).

c. Inall the studies reviewed, displacement softening behavior was reported
in interface tests between dense sand and structural materials.

d. The interface peak friction angle increases steadily with increasing
interface roughness until a maximum is reached (Peterson et al. 1976;
Bosscher and Ortiz 1987; Uesugi and Kishida 1986a; Kishida and Uesugi
1987; Uesugi, Kishida, and Uchikawa 1990). This maximum is very
close to or slightly lower than the internal peak friction angle of the sand.
The roughness value at which this maximum value is reached is
commonly referred to as the critical roughness. There are, however, a
number of criteria to quantify the interface roughness, of which none
seems to have been adopted universally. Therefore, the critical roughness
values are given in units that are not consistent among different
investigators.

e.  Dilation occurs during shear of a dense sand-to-concrete or dense sand-to-
steel interface (Peterson et al. 1976). The dilative deformations of sand in
contact with a rough surface are usually large, and take place in a thin
zone within the soil adjacent to the interface (Hryciw and Irsyam 1993;
Uesugi, Kishida, and Tsubakihara 1988). Dilation is followed by the
development of large displacements along the interface. In loose sand
samples, compression occurs during shear also followed by large
displacements. This zone of large volumetric changes and interface
displacements is commonly known as the shear band. Shear band
formation has not been observed on smooth interfaces.

f.Interface behavior during cyclic shear is affected by interface roughness,
soil density, particle angularity, normal stress, displacement- and stress-
amplitude, and number of loading cycles (Desai, Drumm, and Zaman,
1985; Uesugi, Kishida, and Tsubakihara 1989; Uesugi, Kishida, and
Uchikawa 1990).

Chapter2 Literature Review

19



20

g. Distortions of the sand mass above the interface are significant;
consequently, the actual displacement at the interface cannot be
determined in DSB devices (Uesugi and Kishida 1986a and 1986b).

2.1.5 The Large Displacement Shear Box (LDSB)

The LDSB is essentially a DSB-type device especially designed to handle
interfaces as large as 711 by 406 mm (28 by 16 in.) (Shallenberger and Filz
1996). The device is capable of attaining interface displacements as large as
305 mm (12 in.) and has been used extensively for testing of interfaces between
clay and High-Density Polyethylene (HDPE). The soil sample is prepared in a
soil box and pressed against a moveable upper assembly containing the specimen
of HDPE or structural material. An isolated test section 305 mm by 305 mm in
the upper assembly, located at the center of the interface, allows the measurement
of normal and shear stresses away from the edges.

Shallenberger and Filz (1996) pointed out the advantages of the LDSB over
conventional devices: (a) end effects are negligible, (b) the maximum
displacement of 305 mm (12 in.) allows the determination of the interface
residual shear strength, and (c) no eccentric normal loads are generated during
shear.

The principal disadvantage of this apparatus is that sample preparation is a
time-consuming process due to the large size of the interface. Additionally, the
distortion deformations of the soil sample cannot be measured; therefore, the
actual interface displacements are not known.

The large displacement capabilities of the LDSB, which permit staged tests
with several steps of normal pressure increments, and its reduced end effects are
the main reasons for its use in this investigation. Several modifications were
implemented in the device to accommodate sand-to-concrete interfaces and
perform shear stress reversals. A more detailed description of the LDSB will be
provided later in this report.

2.2 Interface Modeling

In SSI analyses, the soil-structure interface is represented by means of
interface elements. Several kinds of interface elements have been developed to
model the behavior of the interface under certain loading conditions. When an
interface element is developed for a particular problem, an appropriate
constitutive relationship must be adopted. This constitutive model should be
based on the results of a testing program performed to determine the interface
response under the expected loading conditions.

A literature review on interface elements and interface constitutive models has
been performed for this Phase 1 report, and is summarized in the following
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sections. It includes the most significant contributions that are considered
pertinent for the work presented in this report.

2.2.1 Interface elements

Interface elements were first introduced by Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke
(1968) for finite element analysis of jointed rock masses. They were soon
extended to SSI analyses of retaining walls by Clough and Duncan (1971) and
Duncan and Clough (1971). The adoption of interface elements represented a
significant improvement over previous methods, which assumed either of two
conditions: a perfectly rough interface with no slip between soil and structure, or
a perfectly smooth interface with no shear stresses developed (Clough and
Duncan 1971). '

The element developed by Goodman, Taylor and Brekke (1968) is commonly
referred to as joint element (JE) or zero-thickness interface element. It is a 4-
node element of zero thickness as illustrated in Figure 2-2. In their derivation of
the joint element stiffness matrix, they used a very simple constitutive law
consisting of constant values for both the shear stiffness and the normal stiffness:

k, - A" =0, 2-1)
k- As =1 2-2)
where

k, = normal interface stiffness
4, = displacement normal to the interface
o, = normal stress acting on the interface
k, = interface shear stiffness
4, = displacement along the interface
T = interface shear stress
In this formulation, coupling effects between tangential and normal
displacements along the interface are excluded, as evidenced by zero off-diagonal
elements in the stiffness matrix.
Clough and Duncan (1971) observed that compressive stresses normal to the
interface would induce overlapping among soil and structural elements adjacent

to the interface. To minimize this effect, they proposed assigning a high value of
normal stiffness to the joint element under compression. Similarly, for interface
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Figure 2-2. Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke (1968) zero thickness interface
element and corresponding element stiffness matrix

elements under tension, they proposed assigning a small value of normal stiffness
to minimize the development of tensile stresses at the interface.

A continuous development of improved joint elements has taken place since
the original formulation by Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke (1968). Heuze and
Barbour (1982) presented a review of the historical development of joint
elements for analyses of jointed rock masses; most were linear and one-
dimensional and did not include rotational degrees of freedom. A limited number
of joint elements were developed to model displacement softening and dilation at
the joints.

Morrison (1995) also presented a comprehensive review of previous
investigations of interface elements. Many of the studies he reviewed described
numerical integration problems arising from the use of interface elements of high
normal stiffness adjacent to softer soil elements. Morrison studied an interface
element formulation with relative degrees-of-freedom proposed by Wilson (1977)
to minimize such numerical problems. Morrison showed that the Wilson (1977)
formulation is not necessary if Newton-Raphson iteration is used to find the
interface displacements resulting from each load increment.

Heuze and Barbour (1982) presented a zero-thickness axisymmetric joint
element for finite element analyses of footings on rock, underground openings,
and excavations, where dilation effects play an important role. Although no
coupling terms are included in the formulation of the element, the dilation
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induced normal stresses are determined explicitly based on the stiffness of the
surrounding rock and the dilation angle. Yuan and Chua (1992) presented a more
general formulation of the Heuze and Barbour axisymmetric element.

Matsui and San (1989) proposed an elastoplastic joint element to model
interface behavior of rock joints. It accounts for the generation of normal stresses
during shear, due to fully restrained dilation of the joint, in a way similar to that
of Heuze and Barbour (1982).

Desai et al. (1984) and Zaman, Desai, and Drumm (1984) presented the thin
layer interface element. 1t is based on the idea that interface behavior is
controlled by a narrow band of soil adjacent to the interface with different
properties from the surrounding materials. The thin layer element is treated
mathematically as any other element of the finite element mesh and is assigned
special constitutive relations. The Desai et al. (1984) thin layer element prevents
overlapping between structural and geological materials due to its finite
thickness. Desai, Mugtadir and Scheele (1986) implemented the thin layer
element in interaction analyses of grouted anchors-soil systems.

Wong, Kulhawy, and Ingraffea (1989) implemented a three-dimensional (3-D)
version of the thin layer interface element for SSI analyses of drilled shafts under
generalized loading.

2.2.2 interface constitutive models

A number of interface constitutive models have been developed by different
authors. Depending on the type of analysis performed, the interface behavior may
be represented by a quasi-linear or a nonlinear model. Quasi-linear models
consider a constant value of stiffness over a range of interface displacements,
until yield is reached. After yield, a low constant value of stiffness is usually
assigned to the interface. Quasi-linear models have been used by Goodman,
Taylor, and Brekke (1968); Desai, Mugtadir, and Scheele (1986); Matsui and San
(1989); and Wong, Kulhawy, and Ingraffea ( 1989).

In nonlinear models, the interface shear stress-displacement relationship is
represented by a mathematical function of higher degree. The interface shear
stiffness changes during shear, depending on the magnitude of the displacement
and any other factor included in the model. Nonlinear models have been used by
Clough and Duncan (1971); Zaman, Desai, and Drumm (1984); and Desai,
Drumm and Zaman (1985) among others.

Clough and Duncan (1971) developed the hyperbolic model for interfaces.
This model has been used extensively in SSI analyses and design of geotechnical
structures, especially for analyses of lock wall behavior (Ebeling et al. 1993;
Ebeling and Mosher 1996; Ebeling, Peters and Mosher 1997; Ebeling and Wahl
1997; and Ebeling, Pace and Morrison 1997). The hyperbolic model, described
in detail in the next section, often provides an accurate approximation of the
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interface response under monotonic loading at constant normal stress. It has not
been extended to cyclic loading, or to staged shear.

Zaman, Desai, and Drumm (1984) developed a constitutive model for cyclic
loading of interfaces. It is based on a polynomial formulation that included the
effects of the number of cycles, amplitude of shear displacements, and normal
stress on interface response.

Desai, Drumm, and Zaman (1985) presented a modified Ramberg-Osgood
model for interfaces under cyclic loading. The model accounts for shear stress
reversals, hardening, or degradation effects with number of load cycles, normal
stress, relative density of the sand, and maximum displacement amplitude.
Uesugi and Kishida (1985) observed that the modified Ramburg-Osgood model
yields inconsistent results for shear stresses close to failure. '

In all these interface models the interface yield stress is determined by the
Mohr-Coulomb criterion (Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke 1968; Clough and
Duncan 1971; Zaman, Desai, and Drumm 1984; Desai, Mugqtadir, and Scheele
1986; and Wong, Kulhawy, and Ingraffea 1989).

Postpeak displacement softening has been included in the formulation of some
quasi-linear models that are used in conjunction with iterative finite element
procedures (Wong, Kulhawy, and Ingraffea 1989). Esterhuizen (1997) presented
a nonlinear constitutive formulation for clay-HDPE interfaces that accounts for
work-softening behavior of the interface.

Coupling between normal and shear deformations is not included in any of the
constitutive formulations found in the literature. Changes in normal stress during
shear due to restrained dilation of rock joints are accounted for in the models
proposed by Heuze and Barbour (1982) and Matsui and San (1989). This was
accomplished by including an explicit formulation relating changes in normal
stresses with shear displacement, dilation angle, and elastic properties of the
adjacent rock mass.

2.2.3 The hyperbolic model

Duncan and Chang (1970) presented a hyperbolic model for soil behavior
following previous work by Kondner (1963) and Kondner and Zelasko (1963).
The hyperbolic model was extended to interfaces by Clough and Duncan (1969
and 1971) and implemented into the Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke (1968) joint
element formulation.

Figure 2-3 illustrates the basic aspects of the Clough and Duncan (1971)
hyperbolic model for interfaces. A hyperbola, shown as a solid line in Fig-
ure 2-3a, was used to fit a set of data from an interface shear test. The equation of
the hyperbola can be written as:
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A

TTavb-A (2-3)

in which a and b are the parameters evaluated to fit the hyperbola to the
experimental data. Equation 2-3 can be rewritten as

2 =a+bh-
—carb-A 2-4)
Figure 2-3b shows the same test data of Figure 2-3a, plotted in terms of 4./t
and 4,. This is called the transformed plot. If the interface shear stress-
displacement behavior follows a hyperbolic relationship, the transformed plot
will be a straight line. The hyperbolic parameters a and b of Equation 2-4 will be
the intercept and slope of this straight line, respectively. The actual interface test
data do not exactly follow a hyperbolic relationship, and the transformed plot
must then be fitted to a straight line in order to determine the hyperbolic
parameters a and b.

Duncan and Chang (1970) observed that the transformed plot for strength test
data in soils diverged from a straight line, both at low and high values of strain.
They concluded that the best fit to the data was obtained when the hyperbola
intersected the test data at 70 and 95 percent of the strength. Clough and Duncan
(1971) adopted this same criterion for interface shear tests. Figure 2-3a shows
points P, and P, corresponding to a mobilized strength of 70 and 95 percent
respectively. Points P,’ and P,', are the corresponding representations of P, and
P, in the transformed plot. A straight line is drawn between P,’and P,’and the
hyperbolic parameters a and b of Equation 2-4 are found as illustrated in the

figure.

The hyperbolic shear stress-displacement relationship, calculated from
Equation 2-3, is presented in Figure 2-3a. It can be noted that the model
intersects the test data at points P, and P,

One of the advantages of the Clough and Duncan (1971) model is that the
hyperbolic parameters a and b are physically meaningful. The value of a is the
reciprocal of the initial shear stiffness K ; of the interface. The value of b is the
reciprocal of the asymptotic shear stress value 7, of the hyperbola. The value of
7., is larger than the actual interface shear strength z;. To address this
discrepancy, Clough and Duncan defined the failure ratio R as:

T =R T, (2-5)

Clough and Duncan proposed that the value of initial interface stiffness be
calculated using the following expression:

K, =K v, [&] (2-6)
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where
K, = dimensionless stiffness number
¥,, = unit weight of water
P, = atmospheric pressure
n = dimensionless stiffness exponent
From a series of interface tests under different normal stresses, the hyperbolic

parameter a, and consequently K, can be evaluated for each normal stress. The
stiffness number K, and stiffness exponent n can then be calculated by fitting K;

and g, data to Equation 2-6.

For interfaces without an adhesion intercept, the shear strength of the interface
7, can be expressed as:

T, = 0, - tan o 2-7

where J is the angle of interface friction, which can be also determined from a
series of interface shear tests at different normal stresses o, . Finally, by
substituting Equations 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7 into Equation 2-3, the following
hyperbolic expression is obtained:

f s (2-8)

For incremental analyses, it is necessary to determine the tangent stiffness
value K, at any point during shear. By differentiating Equation 2-8 with respect
to A, the following expression is obtained:

o R.-1 |
K =K -y |21 - —S_" 2-9
R E R = =

If the stress level SL is defined as:

T

L e T 2-10)

the tangent stiffness K, can be expressed as:

a

On "
K,=K-¥v,- (;] (1 - R, - SLY @2-11)
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Important advantages of the Clough and Duncan (1971) hyperbolic model are
as follows:

a. Nonlinearity of the interface shear stress-displacement relationship is well
represented by Equations 2-8 or 2-11.

b. The hyperbolic parameters have a clear physical meaning.
c. The method is easy to implement in SSI analyses.

It can be observed that the hyperbola in Figure 2-3 fits the interface test data
well, especially above a stress level SL of 50 percent. However, the initial
stiffness K; given by the hyperbola is lower than the actual K; of the test data. In
general, the value of K_; obtained from the hyperbolic formulation differs from the
actual initial shear stiffness of the interface. A similar divergence is found
between values of initial stiffness in soils obtained from the Duncan and Chang
(1970) hyperbolic model and those obtained from triaxial testing. According to
Stark, Ebeling, and Vettel (1994), it is important that the hyperbolic model used
in SSI analyses fits the test data from the initial stages of shear. In their models
they used the data points corresponding to 70 and 95 percent of the strength
(Duncan et al. 1980) to develop an initial approximation for the hyperbolic
model. The final hyperbolic model was completed by adjusting the hyperbolic
parameters by trial and error until an appropriate fit to the data at low strains was
obtained.

In spite of its popularity, the Clough and Duncan (1971) hyperbolic model for
interfaces has some important limitations regarding its use in SSI analyses of
earth retaining structures, such as lock walls. The hyperbolic formulation does
not model displacement softening of the interface and does not include any
coupling effects between shear and normal displacements. It has not been
extended to cases in which the shear and normal stresses both change, and it has
not been fully implemented for cases of cyclic loading and shear stress reversals.

2.3 SSI Analyses of Retaining Walls

2.3.1 Review of previous work

The first systematic SSI analyses of retaining wall behavior were presented by
Clough and Duncan (1969, 1971) and Duncan and Clough (1971). They used the
hyperbolic constitutive relationship by Duncan and Chang (1970) to model the
behavior of the backfill and extended it to model the behavior of the wall-to-soil
interfaces. Relative movement at the interfaces was achieved by the use of the
joint element developed by Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke (1968).

In their analyses of Port Allen and Old River U-frame locks, Clough and
Duncan (1969) and Duncan and Clough (1971) demonstrated the importance of
close modeling of the construction stages of the lock and backfill placement.
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They demonstrated that a simple linear elastic model for the soil and gravity
turn-on analyses are not adequate to model the behavior of the soil-lock system.
They also proved that the downdrag or vertical shear force exerted by the backfill
on the wall has an important influence on the behavior of U-frame locks. Their
work was the key to understanding basic and, at that time, unknown aspects of
the behavior of lock walls.

Clough and Duncan (1971) presented a systematic approach to SSI analyses of
retaining wall behavior. They observed the importance of modeling the different
stages of construction of the wall and placement of the backfill in SSI analyses.
They found, when closely modeling the stages of placement of the backfill, that
the resulting horizontal and vertical loads acting on the wall were substantially
larger than those obtained using classical earth pressure theories. The results of
these analyses were consistent with some previous experimental work and field
observations.

Ebeling, Duncan, and Clough (1990) compared results from conventional
equilibrium (CE) and finite element (FE) analyses of several hypothetical gravity
walls founded on rock. Their analyses were performed with the backfill-
placement analysis option incorporated in SOILSTRUCT (Clough and Duncan
1969). A range of possible values of shear stiffness was assumed at the interfaces
between the wall and the backfill, and between the backfill and the rock.

Ebeling, Duncan, and Clough concluded that the magnitude of downdrag force is
significantly affected by the concrete-to-backfill and rock-to-backfill shear
stiffness values. They also concluded that CE analyses neglect the true process of
soil-structure interaction and tend to yield very conservative results.

Ebeling et al. (1992) performed analyses of several hypothetical gravity walls
founded on rock. Their work was based on several representative examples of
existing lock walls. Ebeling et al. found that CE analyses are very conservative
because they do not account for the stabilizing effect of the downdrag forces
generated by settlement of the backfill. At the time of their work, it was not
known whether these vertical shear forces persisted under field conditions, and if
they could be relied upon for the stability of the structure. They also indicated
that the behavior of retaining structures founded on soil might differ substantially
from that of structures founded on rock. In soil-founded structures, the concrete-
to-foundation interface is not bonded as in the case of concrete-to-rock interfaces,
and greater relative interface displacements may occur, inducing more
redistribution of the earth pressures.

Ebeling et al. (1993), Ebeling and Mosher (1996), and Ebeling, Peters, and
Mosher (1997) presented the results of extensive SSI analyses for the soil-
founded Red River Lock and Dam No. 1. A reinforced soil berm was
recommended, among other alternatives, as a solution to the problems induced by
siltation of the lock. The SSI analysis procedures used for the evaluation of the
proposed solution were validated against instrumentation measurements from the
lock taken at the end of construction and at several operational stages. Their
analyses revealed that important changes in normal stresses may occur at the soil-
to-structure interface during backfill placement and operation of the lock, and
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underscored the importance of selecting the appropriate interface stiffness values
for these loading conditions. They also noted that CE analyses are inadequate for
the design of this type of structure.

A simplified procedure was presented in Appendix F of HQUSACE (1997)
for evaluating the downdrag force on retaining walls founded on rock. This
procedure is described in detail in the following section. It was observed that
measurements in existing lock walls, as well as previous experimental data from
the IRW facility at Virginia Tech (Filz 1992), showed that downdrag forces were
significant and tended to increase with time. For the case of U-frame locks and
retaining structures founded on soil, EC 1110-2-291 recommended performing
complete SSI analyses. The simplified procedure has also been described in
detail by Ebeling, Pace, and Morrison (1997).

As discussed in Section 1.2.1, Ebeling and Wahl (1997) presented the results
of SSI analyses of the proposed North Lock Wall at McAlpine Locks. They
determined that the downdrag force was significant, and that it could be
substantially affected by the response mode of the interface to unload-reload
cycles.

Filz and Duncan (1997) and Filz, Duncan, and Ebeling (1997) presented a
theory for the quantification of the downdrag forces on the back of nonmoving
retaining walls and described previous large-scale retaining wall tests and field
measurements. They observed that postconstruction settlement causes an
increase in the downdrag on the back of the wall. They cited measurements at
Eibach Lock in Germany, where large vertical shear forces were persistent for
10 years under repeated filling and emptying cycles and temperature fluctuations.
The measured K, remained at an approximately constant average value of 0.30.
These vertical shear forces cause an important reduction in the lateral earth
pressures acting on the wall.

2.3.2 Simplified procedure for calculating the downdrag force

There are some cases in which it is possible to estimate the downdrag force
acting on the back of a retaining wall without performing sophisticated SSI
analyses. In this section a simplified procedure is presented for calculating the
downdrag force as described by Ebeling, Pace, and Morrison (1997). It applies to
retaining walls with nonyielding backfills. This is the case for rock-founded
gravity retaining walls with engineered backfills that do not creep, such as soils
classified as SW, SP, GW, and GP according to the Unified Soil Classification
System (American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 1993a). It also
applies to select SM backfills with nonplastic fines that do not creep. This
method is based on the results of analyses performed on walls with geometrical
configurations that are representative of many, but not all, Corps of Engineers
rock-founded lock walls.

The simplified procedure was first reported in Engineer Technical Letter
(ETL) 1110-2-352 (HQUSACE 1994). Ebeling, Pace, and Morrison (1997)
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presented an improved version of the original procedure, based on additional SSI
analyses on rock-founded gravity walls (Filz, Duncan, and Ebeling 1997; Ebeling

and Filz in preparation). It is also described in Appendix F of HQUSACE (1997).

This improved version is applicable to situations in which there is no water table
behind the wall or when the groundwater level rises as the backfill is being
placed.

The simplified procedure is based on the use of the vertical earth pressure
coefficient K, defined in Chapter 1 of this report. Combining Equations 1-1 and
1-3, the vertical shear force F, can be expressed as:

top
F, =K, - | ody @-12)
heel .
Figure 2-4 shows the vertical force F, acting on a vertical plane, passing
through the heel of a retaining wall with a hydrostatic water table. It also shows
the diagram of vertical effective stress in the backfill. For this case the vertical

shear force can be expressed using the equation presented in ETL 1110-2-352
(HQUSACE 1994):

1 1
Fo = K Yo+ Y@ Dy) + 24, (D) (2-13)

where
Ymois: = MOist unit weight of the backfill above the water table
D, = thickness of the backfill above the hydrostatic water table
D, = thickness of the submerged backfill above the heel of the wall
7, = buoyant unit weight of the submerged backfill
Equation 2-13 is valid for a horizontal backfill with no surcharge loads
applied. Filz, Duncan, and Ebeling (1997) and Ebeling and Filz (in preparation)
expanded Equation 2-13 to include the effects of surcharge and sloping backfill.

In the case of rock-founded gravity walls with the inclined backfill surface shown
in Figure 2-5a, F, is calculated using

Fv = Fv,sail + F vq (2‘14)
where

Fron = Kot - - VoD + YD, D) + Ly,(D,Y

vsoil ~ Pusoil * 'Z—Ymom( 1) Ymotst( 1 2) Eyb( 2) 2-15)
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b) Mass concrete wall with a stepped backside

Figure 2-5. Rock-founded retaining wall definition sketches (adapted from Filz, Duncan, and Ebeling
1997)
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and

F, =K, ,-q-H (2-16)
where
K, ,,; = the vertical shear force coefficient for self-weight of the backfill

K, , = the vertical shear force coefficient for sloping backfill and surcharge
q = applied surcharge pressure

H = height measured along the vertical plane A-A extending through the
backfill as indicated in Figure 2-5a '

The surcharge g can be determined from:

q = AH - Y poist = [Hb - H] - Y moist (2-17)
where H, is the total backfill height measured as illustrated in the figure. The
vertical shear force coefficient for self-weight of the backfill X, is computed

using:

Ko = (1 = Co - C) - K, i (2-18)

where

C,= correction factor for inclination of the back side of a rock-founded
gravity wall

C,, = correction factor for the number of steps, N, in the back side of a
rock-founded gravity wall

K

v,

soit reg= Teference value of K, ; obtained for an inclination of the back of the
wall, 8, of 90 deg

Calculation of the value for N is shown in Figure 2-5b.

The vertical shear force coefficient for sloping backfill and surcharge X, , is
given by:

(2-19)
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where

Cs = correction factor for a rock-founded gravity retaining wall with an
inclined backfill surface

K, , s = reference value of K,  obtained for a value of =0

§ = horizontal distance from the vertical plane through the wall heel to the
top of the backfill slope, as shown in Figure 2-5a

Given the density of the backfill and the height H as defined in Figure 2-5a,
values for K, ;. and K, , - are obtained from Figures 2-6 and 2-7, respectively,
using the curves designated as “design” curves. The data designated as “FEM”
are based on the results of complete soil-structure interaction analyses using
SOILSTRUCT-ALPHA (Ebeling and Filz, in preparation; or Filz, Duncan, and
Ebeling 1997) and are for reference only. Correction factors Cy, Cy, and Cyare
given in Figure 2-8.

Filz, Duncan, and Ebeling (1997) presented a complete example calculation
for F, using this simplified procedure for a 9-m- (30-ft-) high, step-tapered, rock-
founded gravity wall retaining dense sand with surcharge (no groundwater table).
In this example, a 14 percent reduction in base width was obtained by including
F, in the analyses without compromising the design safety requirements. This
illustrates the impact of including the downdrag force F, in equilibrium
calculations of a rock-founded gravity wall.

As pointed out by Ebeling, Pace, and Morrison (1997), a rebound of the
backfill can occur during a postconstruction rise in the groundwater level behind
the wall. This may result in a reduction in the shear force F,as reported by
Ebeling et al. (1993) and Ebeling and Mosher (1996) from their analyses of the
Red River Lock No. 1. Ebeling, Pace, and Morrison (1997) indicated that, in this
case, SOILSTRUCT-ALPHA (Ebeling, Duncan, and Clough 1990; Ebeling et al.
1992) can be used to perform the necessary SSI analyses to calculate F,. These
analyses must include the rise in water table and the corresponding “unloading”
of the backfill (Ebeling et al. 1993; Ebeling and Mosher 1996). The work
performed by Ebeling and Wahl (1997) for the new roller-compacted concrete
lock at McAlpine Locks is a good example of this type of analysis.

2.4 Summary

A literature review was carried out for this phase of the investigation. It
included previous work on interface testing, interface modeling, and SSI analyses
of retaining walls. The review focused on the most relevant issues for this phase
of the investigation, and it will be extended, as needed, for the final report.

In the experimental works reviewed, the direct shear box (DSB) and the direct
simple shear (DSS) device are the apparatuses most frequently used for testing of
sand-to-concrete and sand-to-steel interfaces. Most of the previous work on
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Figure 2-6. Values of K, ., .,recommended for design (adapted from Filz, Duncan, and Ebeling 1997)

36

interface testing corresponds to monotonic shear of the interface, under constant
normal stress. Some investigations have been published regarding cyclic shear of
interfaces under conditions of constant normal stress or constant normal stiffness.
No previous studies were found on the interface response under staged shear.

All of the interface testing devices described in the literature present common
limitations. The interface sizes are limited and do not allow the determination of
the residual interface strength in all cases. Additionally, end effects may be
present, inducing errors in the measurement of the prepeak interface response.
The Large Direct Shear Box (LDSB) at Virginia Tech allows testing of interfaces
as large as 711 by 406 mm under monotonic or cyclic shear. The size of the
interface minimizes end effects and permits maximum interface displacements of
305 mm, allowing the determination of the residual interface strength. The large
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displacement capabilities of the LDSB also make possible shearing of the
interface in several stages with changing normal stress.

Two types of elements are commonly implemented for modeling of interfaces:
the joint element and the thin layer element. The joint element, developed by
Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke (1968), appears to be used most frequently due to
the simplicity of its formulation.

Several models of interface response under shearing have been described in

the literature. The hyperbolic formulation by Clough and Duncan (1971) was
described in detail in this chapter. It has been widely used for modeling the
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Ebeling 1997)

Chapter 2 Literature Review



interface response to monotonic shear under constant normal stress. It is a simple
mode] that conveys the most important aspects of interface behavior using
parameters that have physical meaning. However, the Clough and Duncan
hyperbolic formulation was not developed to model the interface response under
cyclic loading or staged shear. Nonpe of the other interface models found in this
literature review account for simultaneous changes in shear and normal stresses.

Several studies have been published regarding SSI analyses of retaining
structures. In the works reviewed, it is concluded that the downdrag force acting
on the back of a retaining wall may contribute significantly to the stability of the
structure. In typical lock walls, the downdrag develops during fill placement. At
this stage, the shear and normal stress acting on the backfill-to-structure interface
are changing simultaneously. During submergence and operation of the lock, the
shear stresses may be reduced or even reversed. Hence, it is important to model
accurately the interface response under staged shear, unloading-reloading, and
shear reversals.

A detailed description of a simplified method (Appendix F of HQUSACE
1997) to estimate the downdrag force was presented in this chapter. It is based
on a number of SSI analyses of typical lock structures. The simplified method is
useful to illustrate the importance of an adequate estimation of the downdrag
force in design.
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3 Laboratory Testing

A series of shear tests were performed on a soil-to-concrete interface using the
Large Displacement Shear Box (LDSB). The objective of the tests was to deter-
mine the response of the interface to stress paths such as those illustrated in
Figures 1-3b and 1-4b.

Before interface testing, a soil box was designed and fabricated and the LDSB
was modified to accommodate soil-to-concrete interfaces. A concrete specimen
was prepared with a representative surface texture, according to the results of a
survey of existing concrete walls.

All the tests included in this Phase 1 report were performed on the interface
between a uniform, rounded, silica sand and the concrete specimen. As discussed
in Chapter 1, additional interface tests will be performed on sands of different
gradation and angularity to study the influence of these factors on the behavior of
sand-to-concrete interfaces. The results of such tests will be included in the final
report of this investigation.

This chapter contains a detailed description of the soil properties, preparation
and characteristics of the concrete specimen, testing procedures, and results of the
interface tests performed for this Phase 1 report. The data obtained from these
tests formed the basis for development of the preliminary version of a new
extended hyperbolic model, which is discussed in detail in Chapter 4.

3.1 Soil Properties

The interface tests were performed using a fine to medium silica sand, avail-
able commercially for in situ density determinations, which will be referred to as
Density Sand throughout this report.

A series of laboratory tests were performed to determine the gradation,
maximum/minimum density, and specific gravity of the Density Sand. The
results are summarized in Table 3-1. The grain size distribution is presented in
Figure 3-1. The sand is uniform, with grain sizes ranging from 0.2 to 0.9 mm,
and has no fines. It classifies as a poorly graded sand SP (ASTM D2487 (ASTM
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| Table 3-1
| Characteristics of the Density Sand

‘r*——-———w———————————————————-——————q
| Parameter' | Relevant Standard :

0.3 mm D2487 (ASTM 1993a)
0.42 mm
0.55 mm

18
11

17.5 kN/m® D4253 (ASTM 1993c)

15.1 kN/m® D4254 (ASTM 1991)
D854 (ASTM 1992)

1993a)). Examination under an optical microscope revealed that the grains are
subrounded to rounded (ASTM D2488 (ASTM 1993b)), with a length-to-width
ratio typically ranging from 1 to 2.

3.1.1 Triaxial testing

A set of drained triaxial (CD) tests was performed to determine the internal
friction angle and develop a set of hyperbolic parameters for the Density Sand.
The samples were prepared by pluviation to an average relative density of 85%.
A manometric pressure of -15 to -20 kPa was kept inside the sample during the
test setup, and gradually removed as the cell pressure was increased. The sample
was de-aired using CO,, inundated with de-aired distilled water, and back-
pressure saturated. The confining pressure was then increased to the final value,
allowing for drainage of the sample. The tests were run at effective confining
pressures o of 45, 103, and 280 kPa. The strain rate used was 0.25 %,,,, which
was found appropriate for pore pressure dissipation during previous trials. The
results of the tests are presented graphically in Figures 3-2 and 3-3.

During the tests, the samples exhibited dilation under all the confining
stresses applied, and strain softening after mobilization of the peak strength. The
peak friction angle @, was 42.9 degrees, as illustrated in Figure 3-3. The friction
angle ¢, at a strain of 15% was 35 degrees.

3.1.2 Hyperbolic parameters from triaxial tests

The hyperbolic formulation by Duncan and Chang (1970) was used to fit the
stress-strain data from the triaxial tests. The volumetric-axial strain response was
not modeled for the following reasons: (a) dilation occurred almost immediately
upon the start of shear, and the initial volumetric compression was negligible;

(b) the hyperbolic model does not account for dilation; and (c) the volumetric
deformation behavior of the sand is only qualitatively relevant for this phase of
the investigation.
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Figure 3-2. Results of consolidated drained triaxial tests on dense Density Sand
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Figure 3-4 shows the stress-strain data from the tests plotted in transformed
coordinates. For each confining stress, a straight line was drawn through the data
points corresponding to 70 and 95% of the peak strength. The value of initial
tangent modulus E; was determined as the reciprocal of the intercept a of the line
with the ordinates axis. The asymptotic strength (0-0;),, was determined as the
reciprocal of the slope b. The failure ratio R,was determined as the ratio of the
deviator stress at failure (o, - g)to (0, - 73) -

Figure 3-5 shows the variation of the initial tangent modulus with confining
stress, normalized by atmospheric pressure. A straight line was used to fit the
data, and the value of the modulus number K was determined as the normalized
initial tangent modulus under atmospheric pressure.

The hyperbolic parameters for the Density Sand are presented in Table 3-2.
To assess the validity of these parameters, they are compared with values reported
by Duncan et al. (1980) for a similar soil. The sand considered by Duncan et al.
(1980) was a fine, rounded, silica sand compacted to a relative density D zof
100%. The comparison reveals that, with the possible exception of the friction
angle, these sets of parameters are very consistent.

I Table 3-2

E Hyperbolic Parameters for Density Sand and Fine Silica Sand in

| Dense Condition

1 Density Sand Fine Silica Sand D,=100% |

| Parameters D,=85% (Duncan et al. 1980)

P 1400 1400 ]
n 0.63 0.74 '
R, 0.85 0.90 ||
¢ | a3 37 ﬂ

The hyperbolic parameters for the Density Sand were used to develop a hyper-
bolic stress-strain relationship for each of the confining pressures used for the
tests. The comparison between the test data and the model is presented in Fig-
ure 3-6. The hyperbolic model provides a good fit of the laboratory data, espe-
cially at the higher stress levels, but it does not model the postpeak strain
softening behavior.

3.2 Concrete Specimen

A concrete slab was prepared for the soil-to-concrete interface tests, with
dimensions 635 by 305 by 25.4 mm (25 by 16 by 1 in.). The main considerations
for the design of the specimen were to obtain a relatively high strength in order to
minimize surface wear during shear, create a surface texture representative of
field conditions, and minimize internal deformations of the concrete specimen

Chapter 3 Laboratory Testing 45




e/ (o4 -o3) (kPa))

70x10€

60x106

A 70 and 95% stress level
data points

50x106 +-

40x10%

: 03'=103 kPa

30x10€
20x10¢
o3' =280 kPaf
TOXT OB s nnvnvmnimsssassssssscnonssdyassnsssissmsssssnmssseasevess i L
0X1 00 T v ; T T v T T
0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020
Axial strain, €
oy a E b (0, - Ogduy | (O - Og) R,
(kPa) (kPa)'1 (kPa) (kPa)'1 (kPa) (kPa)
45 1.22x10°| 82035 | 3.86 x 10° 258.9 222.0 0.858
103 7.56 x 10°| 132274| 1.95 x 10 511.6 439.1 0.858
280 3.58 x 10°] 279539 7x10* 14251 1187.7 | 0.833

Figure 3-4. Transformed stress-strain plots from triaxial test data on dense Density Sand, and
determination of hyperbolic parameter values
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during interface shear. To meet these requirements, several trials were required
to develop the appropriate mixing and placement procedures for the concrete.

As illustrated in Figure 3-7, the concrete specimen was poured inside an
aluminum frame specially fabricated for this testing program, and topped by a
3.2-mm (0.125-in.) steel plate. This system was designed to withstand compres-
sive and tensile forces induced by the interface shear stresses with minimal defor-
mations. The stee] plate and aluminum sides of the frame acted as an external
reinforcement, minimizing tensile stresses in the concrete during the interface
shear tests. A set of threaded, high-strength-steel studs worked as shear
connectors between the concrete and the steel plate.

3.2.1 Materials

The fine aggregate for the specimen was a processed, well-graded sand, com-
mercially available for the preparation of concrete. This sand will be referred to
as Blacksburg Sand throughout this report. Examination under an optical micro-
scope revealed that the sand grains smaller than 1 mm were predominantly sub-
angular, with length-to-width ratios ranging from 1 to 3. The larger grains tended
to be more angular and flat (ASTM D2488 (ASTM 1993b)).

The coarse aggregate was a crushed limestone with maximum grain size of
12.5 mm (0.5 in.), which is also commercially available for the preparation of
concrete. The coarse aggregate was predominantly angular to subangular. The
grain size distribution of the aggregates is presented in Figure 3-8.

In order to obtain an adequate workability without compromising strength, an
Air-Entraining Admixture (AEA) and a High-Range Water Reducer (HRWR)
were included in the concrete mix. Additionally, a corrosion inhibitor admixture
was added to prevent corrosion of the steel components of the concrete frame.

3.2.2 Preparation of the specimen

The concrete was prepared following a rigorous mixing sequence. First, the
aggregates were impregnated with the corrosion inhibitor. Then, the AEA,
cement, water, and HRWR were added in sequence and thoroughly mixed. The
mixing proportions and some physical properties of the concrete are summarized
in Table 3-3.

Several trial batches were prepared until a mix with the appropriate physical
properties was obtained. Tests were performed to determine the slump, air con-
tent, and compressive strength of the concrete, and the results are presented in
Table 3-4.

The concrete was carefully placed onto the piece of plyform, inside the alumi-
num frame, as illustrated in Figure 3-7a. The concrete specimen was vibrated,
trimmed, and covered with the steel plate. The plate was then attached to the
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Figure 3-7. Preparation of the concrete specimen
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Table 3-3
Mixing Proportions of Concrete

Coarse aggregate 600 kg/m®

Fine aggregate (Blacksburg Sand) 600 kg/m® n

Type | Portland cement 264 kg/m®

Water 105 kg/m® I

HRWR (Daracem) 850 mm® ||
!l AEA (Daravair) 530 mU/m® H

Corrosion inhibitor (DCI-S) 10,420 ml/m? J

180 mm (7 in.)
7%

24,700 kPa (3,580 psi)
27,450 kPa (3,980 psi)
33,100 kPa (4,800 psi)

aluminum frame as illustrated in Figure 3-7b. The threaded steel studs were
screwed in place through the openings in the steel plate, and into the fresh con-
crete. The assembly was left in place for 2 days, after which the plywood piece
was carefully removed, exposing the concrete surface for visual examination. At
this point, an assessment was made of the surface texture of the specimen based
on the results of the field survey of retaining walls, which is described in the fol-
lowing section. No surface treatment was applied to the specimen after its prep-
aration. Once accepted as representative of field conditions, the specimen was
placed in a wet room for a period of 28 days, after which it was removed and used
for the interface tests.

3.2.3 Surface texture

A field survey was performed to establish a range of surface textures repre-
sentative of existing retaining walls. The survey, carried out throughout south-
western and northern Virginia, focused on mass and reinforced concrete retaining
walls ranging from 3 to 7 m (10 to 23 ft) high, where plywood forms were used.
For the purposes of this investigation, four main types of surface features were
identified: small-scale roughness controlled by fine aggregate of concrete, wavi-
ness controlled by the formwork material, pores, and air pockets.

In total, ten retaining walls were surveyed. Two cases, which can be con-
sidered representative of all the walls surveyed, are presented in Figure 3-9 at
approximately the same scale. Wall A is a mass-concrete retaining wall under
construction, 5 m (16 ft) high and 60 m (200 ft) long, poured inside oil-treated
plywood forms. The forms were reused up to six times throughout the length of
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a. Surface texture of wall A

Figure 3-9. Surface texture of representative retaining walls (Sheet 1 of 3)
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b. Surface texture of wall B

Figure 3-9. (Sheet 2 of 3)
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the wall. The picture shows the average texture of the back of the wall, where the
forms had been reused two or three times. The imprint of the plywood pattern, or
waviness, is evident and is a significant component of the concrete texture. It
was also noted that the waviness increased with the number of times the forms
were reused. Although the concrete was vibrated after placement, air pockets are
frequent.

Wall B is a 7-m- (22-ft-) high reinforced concrete wall of recent construction.
The picture shows the average conditions on the exposed face of the wall before
any surface treatment was applied. Here the pattern of the plywood is also evi-
dent, although not as marked as in wall A. There is a much higher frequency of
air pockets than in wall A.

Figure 3-9c shows the surface of the finished concrete specimen. It has sur-
face features similar to those of the walls surveyed. The imprint of the plywood
pattern is clearly visible, suggesting a degree of waviness similar to the field
cases. The frequency of air pockets was very difficult to control during the speci-
men preparation. The final specimen was obtained after several trials, and it
presents a frequency of air pockets similar to wall B.

No controls were placed on surface features such as small-scale roughness and
porosity, because they are very difficult to measure in the field. However the con-
crete was prepared using materials and mixing procedures that are common in the
industry and highly repeatable, and can also be considered representative of
actual construction practices.

3.3 Testing Procedures

3.3.1 The soil box

The sand sample is compacted inside a soil box that was designed and fabri-
cated specially for sand-to-concrete interface testing. Its inner dimensions are
635 by 406 by 25.4 mm (25 by 16 by 1 in.), and it is composed of a bottom plate
and sidewalls made entirely of a thermally treated, medium-strength aluminum
alloy. The face of the bottom plate in contact with the soil is coated with several
layers of polyurethane paint mixed with medium to coarse sand. This prevents
slippage of the soil during interface shear testing.

The sidewalls are connected to the bottom plate by a set of structural-steel
bolts, which also allow the creation of the gap at the interface as described in
Section 3.3.4. These bolts will be referred to as set bolts throughout this report.

The volume of the soil box was carefully determined using several procedures.
This was important to obtain reliable values of density of the sand sample.
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3.3.2 Preparation of the interface

The sand-to-concrete interface is created by compacting the sand sample on
top of the concrete specimen, as illustrated in Figure 3-10. The concrete slab is
attached to a 750- by 750-mm (30- by 30-in.) vibrating table. The sidewalls of
the soil box and an extension collar are placed on top of the slab. Four mounting
brackets keep the side walls firmly in place throughout the entire process.

To minimize the friction between the soil and the soil box, the inside of the
walls is coated with vacuum grease and covered with a plastic sheeting 0.1 mm
thick (4 mil). The soil is carefully placed inside the box to a height of approxi-
mately 5 mm above the trimming level, and vibrated under an appropriate load.
The load and the extension collar are then removed, and the sample is trimmed as
illustrated in Figure 3-10a. The bottom plate is carefully placed on top of the
sample and bolted gently to the sidewalls, as illustrated in Figure 3-10b. The set
bolts are tightened to generate a pressure of approximately 3.5 to 5 kPa between
the bottom plate and the soil, and therefore between the soil and the concrete
specimen as well. This low contact pressure maintains the rigidity of the assem-
bly during handling without disturbance to the interface. The assembly is then
flipped and placed in position in the LDSB.

3.3.3 The Large Direct Shear Box (LDSB)

The LDSB was developed at Virginia Tech for testing of clay-to-HDPE
interfaces (Shallenberger and Filz 1996). Some modifications to the LDSB were
implemented to accommodate sand-to-concrete interface testing of the type
described in this report. The LDSB is essentially a direct shear box type device
with the capability to handle interfaces as large as 711 by 406 mm (28 by 16 in.),
allowing a maximum interface displacement of 305 mm (12 in.).

Shallenberger and Filz (1996) pointed out the advantages of the LDSB over
conventional devices: (a) end effects are negligible, (b) the maximum displace-
ment of 305 mm (12 in.) allows the determination of the interface residual shear
strength, and (c) no eccentric normal loads are generated during shear. Addition-
ally, the large displacement capabilities of the LDSB allow multistage testing,
which is a particularly useful feature for the testing program developed in this
investigation.

Figure 3-10c illustrates the main components of the device. The concrete
specimen is rigidly attached to a moveable upper assembly by a set of structural-
steel bolts on each end of the slab. A screw jack transmits the action of a stepper
motor to the upper assembly, which can be moved in both forward and reverse
directions. The normal stress at the interface is provided by a pneumatic actuator
capable of applying a force of up to 200 kN (44,000 Ib). During shear, the nor-
mal and tangential forces at the interface are measured by load cells as illustrated
in the figure. The vertical and horizontal displacements at the interface are moni-
tored by a system of four linear variable displacement transducers (LVDTs), two
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in each direction, located on both sides of the sample and capable of resolving
displacements as small as 0.0025 mm (0.0001 in.).

A data acquisition system, connected to a personal computer, constantly moni-
tors and records the readings from the load cells and transducers. The data acqui-
sition program, developed specially for this investigation, converts the readings to
units of force or displacement using appropriate calibration factors. Testing fea-
tures, such as repeated unload-reload cycles between two predefined stress levels,
can be programmed or controlled manually.

3.3.4 Test setup

Once the sand-concrete sample is placed in the LDSB, it is lifted by the pneu-
matic actuator into its final position, and the concrete slab is bolted to the upper
assembly. The normal pressure is increased until the initial pressure applied by
the set bolts is equaled. At this point, the set bolts become loose and can be
turned by hand. The sidewalls are released from the mounting brackets and
lowered by turning the set bolts to generate a gap between the sidewalls and the
concrete surface. The sidewalls slide gently into position due to their lubricated
inner lining. The gap is approximately 3.2 mm (0.125 in.) wide as shown in
Figure 3-10c.

During the entire setup operation, the data acquisition system registers vertical
and horizontal displacements and loads. These data are checked to prevent any
undesired interface displacement or stresses from occurring. After the normal
pressure is increased to its final value, the soil box is connected to the load cells
by special load cell connectors. These connectors allow lateral movement of the
soil box, while restraining longitudinal displacement during shear in the forward
or reverse direction. The sample is then ready for testing.

3.3.5 Data reduction

The load and displacement data recorded during the interface tests are pro-
cessed using a data reduction program developed for the LDSB. The program
creates a series of files containing such reduced data as shear stress versus dis-
placement and vertical versus horizontal displacement.

These output files are copied onto a spreadsheet for examination and further

manipulation. For clarity of presentation in certain types of tests, a transforma-
tion of the coordinate system is carried out as will be explained in Chapter 4.
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3.4 Testing Program

3.4.1 Types of interface testing performed

The interface tests performed for this phase of the investigation are summa-
rized in Table 3-5, and illustrated in Figure 3-11. They can be grouped as initial
loading tests, staged shear tests, shear reversal tests, and unload-reload tests.

| Table 3-5 5
| Summary of Density Sand-to-Concrete Interface Tests
Normal ‘
Sample | Test Stress )
| Type of Test | Number | Number | kPa Figure | Observations
| Initial loading | S101 T101_2 15
| (viinshea)) I"sio2 | Tio25 | 33 ::dz _
? $103 T103_15 | 102 313
|
‘ S104 T104_40 274
| Staged shear | S101 T101_86 15 t0 33 3-14 Normal pressure increment
T101_15 33 to 102 applied on residual
T101-40 102 to 274 condition
§102 T102_15 33 to 102 315
T102_40 102 to 274
S$103 T103_40 102 to 274 3-16
i 5105 T105_40 | 10210274 | 317 Normal pressure increment
S106 | T106.15 | 33 o102 | 18 | 2Pplied oninitial loading
Shear s101 T101_2 15 3-19 Reversals applied after
reversal T101_5 33 reaching residual condition.
T101_15 102 Two or three cycles were
T101_40 274 performed per test.
$102 T102_5 33 3-20
T102_15 102
T102_40 274
S$103 T103-15 102 3-21
T103_40 274
S104 T104-40 274 3-22
Unload- S201 T201_5 33 3-23 Unload-reload applied
reload S202 T202.5 a3 305 during initial loading
$203 T203_15 102 3-24

The initial, or virgin, loading shear tests were performed on the newly pre-
pared interface at different normal pressures. In all initial loading tests, shearing
continued until the residual strength was mobilized, as illustrated in Figure 3-11a.

The staged shear tests were performed by increasing the normal pressure
during shear. The tests modeled conditions in which the normal pressure incre-
ment occurs before mobilization of the peak strength, or after development of the
residual condition as in Figure 3-11b.
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Figure 3-11. Types of shear tests performed on the Density Sand-to concrete interface
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The shear reversal tests were usually performed on the interface after comple-
ting the tests mentioned previously. Upon mobilization of residual strength, the
shear direction was reversed until the residual strength in the opposite direction
was attained. This process was repeated until a cycle of shear reversals was com-
pleted as illustrated in Figure 3-11c. These tests also allowed the verification of
the residual strength values obtained from the virgin shear tests.

Finally, in the unload-reload tests, successive reversals in the shear direction
were applied during initial loading of the interface between two predefined stress
levels as illustrated in Figure 3-11d.

3.4.2 Testing parameters

All the tests were performed on the interface between the Density Sand and
the concrete specimen, as described in previous sections of this chapter. The
sand was densified against the concrete specimen by vibration to an average
relative density of 75%. All the tests were performed at a displacement rate of
1 mm/min (0.04 in./min), under normal pressures ranging from 15 to 274 kPa (2
to 40 psi). This range of normal stresses is representative of field conditions in
most lock walls.

A set of preliminary tests was performed to study the influence of inundation
of the interface on the test results. The results showed that inundation does not
induce any significant effect on the response of the Density Sand-to-concrete
interface. In average, the strength in inundated tests was 3.5 kPa higher than that
in dry tests at normal stresses ranging from 100 to 270 kPa. Normal stresses
induced by water surface tension between the sand and the concrete may have
been responsible for this phenomenon. All subsequent tests were performed in a
dry condition.

3.5 Results of Interface Tests

The results of the interface tests performed are presented in Figures 3-12
through 3-25, and will be described in the following sections. The scales used for
the plots in the figures are convenient to illustrate the general aspects of the tests,
and differ from one group of tests to another. In Chapter 4 the test results are
shown in greater detail for the evaluation of the proposed model.

3.5.1 Initial loading tests

A group of four initial shear loading tests were performed on the Density
Sand-to-concrete interface. The shear stress versus displacement data are pre-
sented in Figure 3-12a. Figure 3-12b shows the vertical versus horizontal dis-
placement data for each of these tests. The shear reversals and subsequent staged
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shear tests, performed on each of these samples after initial loading, are omitted
for the sake of clarity and will be discussed in the following sections.

It can be observed that the peak shear strength was mobilized at small dis-
placements of 0.5 to 2 mm. After mobilization of the initial peak strength, the
shear stresses remained practically constant before displacement softening took
place. This plateau of relatively constant shear stress may exist up to displace-
ments as large as 9 mm as evidenced by Test T102_5.

The vertical versus horizontal deformation data in Figure 3-12b reveal that
extension occurred in the normal direction during shear. Based on optical
observations of the sand grains during interface shear, Uesugi, Kishida, and
Tsubakihara (1988 and 1989), Uesugi, Kishida, and Uchikawa (1990), and
Hryciw and Irsyam (1993) indicate that this dilation is produced mostly by
normal deformations of a thin shear band developed in the soil adjacent to the
concrete surface.

The residual strength was reached at a displacement of 5 to 15 mm. After
mobilization of the residual shear strength, no significant normal displacements
were detected. It must be noted that the shear stress versus displacement plots
reveal that interface displacements of less than 15 mm may not be enough to
define the value of the residual strength of this interface.

The peak and residual strength envelopes are presented in Figure 3-13. Some
additional data points for the residual strength, corresponding to subsequent
reversal cycles, were also included. Both peak and residual strength envelopes
were linear for the range of normal stresses considered. The following strength
parameters were obtained for initial loading of the Density Sand-to-concrete
interface: peak interface friction angle, J, = 31 degrees and residual interface
friction angle, &, = 28 degrees.

The cohesion intercept was zero for both peak and residual strength enve-
lopes. The peak interface friction angle corresponded to approximately 72% of
the peak internal friction angle of the Density Sand obtained from the CD triaxial
tests. The residual interface friction angle corresponded to 81% of the internal
friction angle of the sand measured at 15% strain. It must be noted that the
average relative density obtained in the triaxial samples was 85%, which is higher
than that obtained in the samples for interface testing. Further triaxial testing at
lower relative densities, which will be performed in the next phase of this investi-
gation, will allow a more precise determination of the interface-to-soil friction
angle ratio.

3.5.2 Staged shear tests

Two groups of staged shear tests were performed on the Density Sand-to-
concrete interface (Table 3-5). Figures 3-14 to 3-16 show the results of tests in
which the normal stress increment was applied in steps, during shear in the
residual condition. These tests were carried out after the initial loading of the
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interface, which was discussed in the previous section. The normal pressure
steps followed the sequence: 15 to 33 kPa, 33 to 102 kPa, and 102 to 274 kPa. It
can be observed that for the series of tests on sample S101, which was started at a
normal pressure of 15 kPa, a total of three normal pressure steps were applied.
For the test series on sample S102, two steps were applied, and for S103, only
one step was applied. In most of the tests shown, some reversal cycles were
performed, and these have been omitted for the sake of clarity.

It can be seen in Figures 3-14 to 3-16 that a peak strength greater than the
residual strength occurs only in the initial loading stage. For subsequent stages,
the shear stress increases to the residual value and then remains constant until the
next normal pressure increment.

Figures 3-17 and 3-18 show the results of a second group of tests in which the
normal stress was increased before mobilization of the peak strength. For clarity
of presentation, these plots are presented with a magnified interface displacement
scale. The corresponding increments of normal stress are also shown in the
figures. All the samples were sheared, under constant normal stress and at a
displacement rate of 1 mm/min (0.04 in./min), to a shear stress level of 0.6. The
relative motion of the interface was then arrested, and the normal pressure incre-
ment was applied. Shearing was resumed after the normal pressure increment
was completed.

3.5.3 Shear reversals

Shear reversal cycles were applied during or at the end of the interface tests
described in the previous sections. For simplicity of presentation, only the results
of the shear reversals performed after the initial loading tests have been repro-
duced in Figures 3-19 to 3-22. In most tests shearing was continued in the
reverse direction to the initial position of the interface. The direction of shear
was then reversed again, until a full reversal cycle was completed.

It can be observed in Figures 3-19 to 3-22 that, upon reversal, the residual
condition was reached at relative displacements of 2.5 to 5 mm measured from
the reversal point. The residual strength values and the shear stress-displacement
response of the interface were very similar or identical in both directions of shear.

3.5.4 Unload-reload tests

A group of three interface tests was performed that included one unload-
reload cycle between two predetermined stress levels during initial loading. As in
the previous tests, the Density Sand samples were compacted to an average rela-
tive density of 75%. The interface was sheared, under constant normal stress, at a
displacement rate of 1 mm/min (0.04 in./min).

Figure 3-23 shows the shear stress versus displacement data from one such
test, which was performed under a normal stress of 33 kPa. Figure 3-24 shows
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the results of a similar test performed under a normal stress of 102 kPa. In both
tests the unload-reload cycles were applied between stress levels of
approximately 0.7 and 0.2. For the test shown in Figure 3-25, the unloading stage
was performed between stress levels of 0.7 and -0.7.

3.6 Summary

The following laboratory and field activities were performed during this phase
of the investigation:

a. Modifications to the Large Displacement Shear Box (LDSB).
b. Design and construction of a soil box and concrete slab.
c. Selection of the sand for interface tests.

d. Grain size distribution, minimum/maximum density, specific gravity, and
triaxial testing on the Density Sand.

e. Field survey of existing concrete retaining walls to determine a range of
representative surface textures for the concrete specimen.

J- Development of appropriate testing procedures.

g. Interface tests following laboratory stress paths that model field conditions
in lock walls.

The LDSB was modified specifically to accommodate the soil-to-concrete
interface testing for this investigation. A special aluminum soil box was designed
and constructed that allows compaction of the sand sample directly onto the con-
crete specimen, and minimizes the disturbance of the interface during test setup
operations.

A field survey of concrete walls was performed. Two representative cases
were presented to convey the most common surface features of retaining walls
cast against plywood. After a trial-and-error process, a concrete specimen was
obtained with surface features similar to those observed in the field. The concrete
specimen is contained in a frame, which was designed and constructed to act as
an external reinforcement for the concrete and to minimize its deformations
during interface shear.

A fine, rounded, silica sand (Density Sand) was selected for interface testing.
A series of basic laboratory tests, such as minimum/maximum density and grain
size analyses, were performed on the sand. Consolidated, drained, triaxial tests
were also performed on the sand to determine its strength parameters.

Chapter 3 Laboratory Testing

79



20zs o|dwes ‘ed) £€ ="0 ‘adepaju| 8}0Io0u00-0}-pues Ajsusq Uo 9joAkd peojas-peojun ‘Sg-g ainbiy

(ww) %y ueweoejdsip esepsiy

00'¢ SL') 0S°L ac't 00’} SL'0 0S50 g2¢'0 000 G20
§2g- it : —t 522"
Om_vu ............ : Om_‘..
G L7 et R st nasnss s s e ns st eases G'/-
00 00

J i L
9L gL
0'sit 0'st

00'¢c Sl 0s’L sc't 00t SL0 050 i TAY 000 S20-

(edY) 2 ‘ssans seeys eoeusiy]|

Chapter 3 Laboratory Testing

80



A set of hyperbolic parameter values were developed for the Density Sand,
based on the results of the triaxial tests. The parameters obtained are consistent
with values reported by Duncan et al. (1980) for a similar material.

An intensive interface testing program was carried out that included initial
loading tests, staged shear tests, reversal tests, and unload-reload tests. The
results of these tests are presented in Figures 3-12 to 3-25. All the tests were
performed on the dry interface between the Density Sand and the concrete speci-
men interface, at a displacement rate of 1 mm/min (0.04 in./min). The Density
Sand sample was compacted to a relative density of approximately 75% in all
tests.

The initial loading tests yielded a peak interface friction angle of 31 degrees,
approximately 72 percent of the internal peak friction angle of the sand. After
mobilization of the peak strength, displacement softening of the interface
occurred in all tests. The residual interface friction angle was approximately
28 degrees.

Staged shear tests were performed by increasing the normal pressure in steps
during shear. The staged shear tests provide an approximate model of field stress
paths in which both normal and shear stresses change simultaneously.

In the reversal tests, one or several cycles of shear were performed upon mobi-
lization of the residual strength. Similar values of interface residual strength and
shear stress-displacement responses were obtained for both directions of shear in
all tests.

Several unload-reload tests were performed, where a complete loading cycle
was applied between two predetermined stress levels. Both the reversal and the
unload-reload tests are representative of field stress paths in which the shear
stresses may be reduced, or even reversed, as a consequence of a rise of the water
table behind a lock wall.

The interface test results obtained are the basis for the development of the
extended hyperbolic model presented in Chapter 4. This extended model is
applicable to cases beyond initial loading of the interface at constant normal
stress. The extended model covers stress paths such as those applied in the
interface tests and those which may occur under field conditions at lock wall
interfaces.
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4 Extended Hyperbolic Model

A preliminary version of a new hyperbolic model for interfaces was developed
for this phase of the investigation. It is based on the Clough and Duncan (1971)
hyperbolic formulation, which has been extended herein to model shear stress
reversals, unload-reload cycles, and staged shear.

This preliminary version, referred to as the extended hyperbolic model
throughout this report, was evaluated against the results of the tests performed on
the Density Sand-to-concrete interface, which were described in Chapter 3. The
model incorporates important aspects of interface response under stress paths
such as those presented in Figures 1-3b and 1-4b; yet, it retains the simplicity of
the original Clough and Duncan (1971) formulation. The model, however, is in
the initial stages of its development, and it is expected that further improvements
will be required.

In the first section of this chapter, a new criterion is introduced for the deter-
mination of the hyperbolic parameters. In subsequent sections, the formulation of
the extended hyperbolic model is presented separately for each type of loading.
The accuracy of the model is evaluated against the results of the interface tests
described in Chapter 3. Finally, a discussion is presented concerning the advan-
tages and limitations of the new model, and the improvements that may be
implemented during the next phase of this research.

4.1 Hyperbolic Model for Initial Loading

The Clough and Duncan (1971) hyperbolic model for interfaces, presented in
Chapter 2, was implemented for the initial shear loading of the Density Sand-to-
concrete interface. It is shown that, although this hyperbolic formulation may
yield overall results that are reasonable, it does not fit the test data accurately at
low stress levels. This may lead to difficulties when extending the hyperbolic
model to other types of loading, such as unload-reload cycles.

A new criterion for the determination of the hyperbolic parameter values was
developed during this investigation. It provides a good fit of the test data at low
stress levels.

Chapter 4 Extended Hyperbolic Model



4.1.1 Determination of hyperbolic parameters: Clough and Duncan
(1971) procedure

The transformed plots, shown in Figure 4-1, correspond to the data from the
initial loading tests, which were presented in Figure 3-12a. Following the proce-
dure by Clough and Duncan (1971), illustrated in Figure 2-3, a straight line was
drawn through the data points corresponding to 70 and 95 percent of the strength.
As explained in Chapter 2, the intercept a of this straight line with the vertical
axis gives the reciprocal of the initial shear stiffness K; of the interface. The
slope b of the straight line gives the reciprocal of the asymptotic shear stress, 7.
This procedure for the determination of K ;and 7, is referred to as the 70-95%
criterion throughout this report. The results of this procedure are presented in the
table in Figure 4-1.

The relationship between the initial shear stiffness and the normal stress is
presented in Figure 4-2. The initial shear stiffness and normal stress have been
normalized by the unit weight of water y,, and the atmospheric pressure p, ,
respectively. Following the procedure presented by Duncan et al. (1980), a best-
fit straight line is drawn through all the points. The stiffness number, K, in
Equation 2-6, is the ordinate of this line at a pressure of one atmosphere. The
slope of the line gives the stiffness exponent 7.

The failure ratio R can be calculated for each normal stress from Equation 2-5
if the values of 7,, and 7;are known. The asymptotic shear stress 7, is obtained
from the transformed plots, as described previously. The shear strength 7,is
calculated from Equation 2-7 using the peak interface friction angle J, obtained
from the tests (Figure 3-13). The failure ratio R;, adopted for the model, corre-
sponds to the average of the R values obtained for each normal stress.

The values of the hyperbolic parameters, determined according to the 70-95%
criterion, are presented in Table 4-1. Table 4-2 summarizes the approximate
ranges of values reported by Peterson et al. (1976) for the hyperbolic parameters
of two sand-to-concrete interfaces. The surface texture of the concrete specimen
in the present investigation is intermediate between the two concrete textures in
Table 4-2.

| Table 4-1
i Hyperbolic Parameters for Initial Loading on Density Sand-to-
i Concrete Interface (D~75%)

s B B |
{Parameter | 70-95% Criterion | siDCriterion' |

\ 1

| & 35,510 63,230

Il n 0.7 0.584
Il R, 0.846 0.93
| J, 31.0° 31.0°

K Small initial displacement (Section 4.1.2). ;

Chapter 4 Extended Hyperbolic Model

83



0.0 05 1.0 15 2.0 25
0-150 i o A n ; A 1 N N : 1 A " L I i i ke, A I d i i " 0.150
) 70 % - 95 % criterion i
7 — —— SID criterion i
1 & 70 and 95 % stress level I
0.125 - data points e - 0.125
| | .
] 7}
| z 7 !
//
1 6= 15 kPa i [
0.100 r /4 e 0.100
/ H ‘7
() -
o
x
S~ -
E o075 0.075
- !
<¢l)
0.050 0.050
H ; /////-
. o= 102kPa _ .- 3
—
// 4 o
//
0.025 - ; 0.025
o= 274 kPa:_
0000 #*<&UPCL_— | . ——————f————————————F 0.000
0.0 05 1.0 15 20 25
Interface displacement, Ag (mm)
70 - 95% criterion SID criterion
On a Ksi b | | % | R a Ksi b %t | % IR
(kPa) | (mm/kPa)| (kPa/mm) | kPa™ | (kPa)| (kPa) (mm/Pa)] (kPa/mm) | kPa" |(kPa) | (kPa)
15 | 0.0116 86 0.088| 11.4| 9.2 |0.804| 0.0054 184 | 0.097] 10.3| 9.2 {0.887
33 | 00058 | 173 }0.043]| 232|199 |0.858] 0.0025 401 | 0047 21.1| 19.9]0.942
102 | 00020 | 343 |o0014] 698 |61.3]0.878| 0.0019 539 |o0.016| 64 |61.3|0.959
274 | 00014 | 700 |0.005]|1956/164.9)/0.843] 0.0009 1153 | 0.006 | 176.7{164.9 0.933

Figure 4-1. Transformed plots for initial loading tests, dense Density Sand-to-concrete interface
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Table 4-2
Hyperbolic Parameters for a Dense, Uniform Sand-to-Concrete
Interface (from Peterson et al. 1976)

EParameter | Smooth Concrete Rough Concrete

K 8,000 - 13,000 10,000-12,000
n 0.85-1.18 0.7-0.72
R, 04-06 0.3-08

30.9°

32.9°

The hyperbolic parameter values for the Density Sand-to-concrete interface
are in general agreement with those reported by Peterson et al. (1976); however,
the stiffness number K| is considerably higher for the Density Sand-to-concrete
interface. It is expected that the additional tests to be performed in the next phase
of this investigation will help in determining the reasons for the difference.

4.1.2 SID criterion for the determination of hyperbolic parameters

An alternative procedure for determining the hyperbolic parameter values is
shown by the dashed lines in Figure 4-1. The small initial displacement (SID)
criterion, developed during this investigation, consists of finding a best-fit
straight line considering all the data points between stress levels of zero and 95%.
The values of initial shear stiffness and asymptotic strength are calculated from
the intercept and slope of the best-fit line, and are presented in the table included
in Figure 4-1.

Since no data points are excluded, this criterion yields K ; values closer to the
measured initial stiffness of the interface. The corresponding hyperbolic param-
eters, K, and n, are calculated as indicated in Figure 4-2. A summary of the SID
hyperbolic parameters is presented in Table 4-1.

It may be possible to find a simple correlation between the values of the
hyperbolic parameters determined from the 70-95% criterion and the SID crite-
rion. Such a correlation would allow the SID parameters to be estimated from
published databases of hyperbolic parameters.

4.1.3 Evaluation of the model against resuits of initial loading tests

Two sets of hyperbolic model parameter values for initial loading of the
interface were developed using the 70-95% and the SID criteria, and are pre-
sented in Table 4-1. The interface responses predicted by the models are com-
pared with the test data in Figure 4-3. It can be observed that both models appear
to fit the experimental data accurately.
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Figure 4-3. Comparison between the hyperbolic model and results of initial loading tests on dense
Density Sand-to-concrete interface
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Figure 4-4 is an enlargement of Figure 4-3. It can be observed that the Clough
and Duncan (1971) hyperbolic model, based on the 70-95% criterion, provides an
excellent fit to the test data, especially at stress levels between 50 and 95%.
However, the initial shear stiffness K; from the model is lower than the measured
shear stiffness of the interface, and for stress levels lower than 50%, the hyper-
bolic shear stress-displacement relationship lies below the interface test data. As
will be shown in the following sections, this characteristic is important when
modeling the interface response under unload-reload cycles.

It can also be observed that the SID parameters provide a better approximation
of initial stiffness, and give an excellent fit to the interface test data at stress
levels lower than 50%. For stress levels higher than 50%, the response from the
model is not as accurate, but it is still reasonable.

4.2 Hyperbolic Model Extended
to Shear Stress Reversals

4.2.1 Formulation

In this section, the original formulation of the Clough and Duncan (1971)
hyperbolic model is extended to the case of shear stress reversals. As defined in
Chapter 3, the shear stress reversal loading refers to a change in the direction of
shear, once the residual strength is mobilized.

Figure 4-5a illustrates a typical shear reversal test. The interface is sheared
past the peak strength until the residual strength is mobilized. The first reversal
is applied at point R1, with coordinates (4, ,, 7, ) in the shear stress-displacement
plane. Shear progresses in the opposite direction to point R2, with coordinates
(4, ,,7,,), where a second shear reversal is applied. Points such as R and R2 will
be referred to as the shear reversal points throughout this report.

A set of axes can be defined at each of the reversal points as illustrated in the
figure. For the i*reversal, the relative shear and relative displacement, measured
along these relative coordinate axes, are defined as:

relative shear = |t-1 @D

r,il

relative displacement = |AS-A 4-2)

r,i l
where i is the shear reversal number. As indicated in Chapter 3, the test results
showed that the value of residual shear strength is independent of the shear direc-
tion. If both reversals are applied after mobilization of the residual strength, as
shown in Figure 4-5a, then the absolute values of 7, ,and 7, ,are the same:

Tf = Itr,ll = |1:r,2| (4'3)
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Figure 4-4. Comparison between the hyperbolic model and data from initial loading tests (enlargement
of Figure 4-3)
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The shear reversal test data are represented in relative coordinates in Fig-
ure 4-5b. According to Equation 4-3, the relative strength 7, obtained from the
plots of relative shear versus relative displacement, can be expressed as:

relative shear strength = t, = 2-1, 44)

A hyperbolic relationship, similar to the formulation by Clough and Duncan
(1971), can be used to fit the data in the relative coordinate system of Fig-
ure 4-5b. Equation 2-4, corresponding to the hyperbolic model for initial loading,
can be extended to the i reversal cycle as follows:

|As - A.JI
beo=a +b - |A - A 4-5)

_ i |
T-T,

where a, is the reciprocal of the initial shear stiffness, K|, , upon reversal; and b, is
the reciprocal of the relative-asymptotic shear stress, 7,,. Equation 4-5 can then
be rewritten as:

A - A,
bl L, Ly )
T - rr,i Ksr 1".ur ’
The value of 7, can be related to the relative shear strength 7, using the
following expression:
T, = “-7

ur

NN

where R;, is the failure ratio for shear reversals. If the reversals are applied after
mobilization of the residual strength, and considering Equation 4-4, 7, can then
be expressed as:

T, =2 -0, -tand, (4-8)

where 4, is the residual interface friction angle. This equation is valid for inter-
faces without an adhesion intercept, such as the Density Sand-to-concrete
interface.

Equation 2-6 may also be extended to shear stress reversals as follows:
a |™
Ksr = Klr : Yw : [ _'lJ (4'9)

where K, is the stiffness number, and n, is the stiffness exponent for shear
reversals. Substituting Equations 4-7, 4-8, and 4-9 into 4-6 gives the following
expression:
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A -A .
.8, -

t-1,|-
TS W
s ™ 2-0,-tand,

Klr.Yw.—"

P,

This is the general equation of the hyperbola passing through the i*reversal
point of coordinates (4, ;, 7). The absolute shear stress 7 can be obtained by
rewriting Equation 4-10 as follows:

|As—Ar,il '
T=T, 2 @-11)
1 + Rfr. IAs —Ar,il
o n, 2'0" 'tanﬁr
Kl .Yw- —
P,

Differentiating Equation 4-11 gives an expression for the tangent stiffness K ,

o |™
K.=K, v, [p_"] -(1 - Rfr -SL,)Z ‘ “4-12)

where SL, is the relative stress level defined as:

SL = [ - 4-13)
rT 2. g, -tand

Combining Equations 2-10 and 4-13:

SL, = %]:1 -SL| (4-14)

where the first term is positive for unloading and negative for reloading. Finally,
combining Equations 4-12 and 4-14:

o, " 1 2

K,=K, ¥, -(;;.] -(1—§-Rﬁ-|¢1 —SLl] (4-15)

4.2.2 Evaluation of the model against results of shear reversal tests
The values of initial shear stiffness upon reversal K, and relative-asymptotic

shear stress 7, were determined from the transformed plots of relative shear
stress and relative displacement presented in Figure 4-6. This figure contains the
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Figure 4-6. Transformed plots for shear reversals tests, dense Density Sand-to-concrete interface
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complete sets of data from all the reversal tests performed. Both the 70-95%
criterion and the SID criterion were used to define the best-fit lines shown.

In the figure, all the data points that correspond to stress levels of 70 and 95%
in each of the tests are clearly identified. In the 70-95% criterion, a linear regres-
sion was performed considering only these 70-95% points. In the SID criterion,
on the other hand, all the data points from the tests were considered for the deter-
mination of the best-fit straight lines shown. The table included in Figure 4-6
contains, for each normal stress, the values of initial shear stiffness, relative-
asymptotic shear stress, and failure ratio, obtained from each criteria.

Figure 4-7 shows the relationship between the initial stiffness values, obtained
from the transformed plots, and the normal stress. The values K, and n, are
obtained from this plot in a manner identical to that described for initial loading.
The values of the hyperbolic parameters for shear reversals are presented in
Table 4-3.

i Table 4-3
' Hyperbolic Parameters for Shear Reversals on Density Sand-to-
{ Concrete Interface

i Parameter 70-95% Criterion SID Criterion

l K, 32,150 46,750

, n, 0.963 0.957 I
: R, 0.905 0.982 I
E 9, L 28.1° . 28.1° =J

The hyperbolic interface response for shear reversals was calculated using the
parameter values in Table 4-3. Figure 4-8 shows, in the relative coordinate sys-
tem, a comparison between the test data and the extended hyperbolic model cal-
culated using both the 70-95% criterion and the SID criterion. For clarity, only
three representative sets of data for each normal stress were included in the
figure. It can be observed that, using the 70-95% parameters, the resulting
hyperbolic model fits the test data very closely, but yields a lower value of X,
than the measured shear stiffness of the interface. The hyperbolic model, based
on the SID criterion, gives a very good fit to the test data at relative stress levels
below 50 percent.
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Figure 4-7. Determination of hyperbolic parameters K, and n,for shear reversals on Density
Sand-to-concrete interface

Chapter 4 Extended Hyperbolic Model




Relative shear stress, It - 7,1 (kPa)

850 e 350
: © Data from shear reversal tests :
— Hyperbolic mode! using the 70-95% criterion
— = Hyperbolic model using the SID criterion
300 300
250 i 250
200 200
150 - ettt s st s S A 55 88 0 150
] o, = 102kPa i
100 3 e — 100
(IR . /S W S S . 50
on =33 kPa B
o‘n=15 kPa :
0 1 2 3 4 5

Relative interface displacement, IAg - A{l (mm)
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4.3 Hyperbolic Model Extended to
Unload-Reload Cycles

4.3.1 Formulation

The formulation given in the previous section is applicable only to shear
reversals applied after mobilization of the residual strength. However, it is the
guideline for the formulation presented in this section, which applies to the more
general case of unloading-reloading at any stress level.

Figure 4-9 shows a typical unload-reload cycle, applied during initial loading
of the interface. A set of relative coordinate axes can be defined at the unload-
and reload-points, UL and RL, as illustrated in the figure. The unloading and
reloading portions of the stress-displacement curve are assumed to follow a
hyperbolic relationship.

Following a derivation similar to that presented in the previous section, the
following expression for unloading is obtained:

|A:_Aul'
1 Rfuz'IAs"AuzI

4

"s  ,°0,-tand
wa.

4-16)

where
7, = shear stress at the unload point UL
4, = interface displacement at the unload point UL
K, = stiffness number on unloading
n,, = stiffness exponent on unloading
Ry, = failure ratio for unloading
@, = dimensionless scaling factor for unloading
Similarly, for reloading:

lAs—Aril
1 +Rﬁi'|As—Ar;[

X o )™ %O ‘tan§
.Yw- —
I »

n
a

=1, + “-17)
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> A,

RL |As-Ad]

Figure 4-9. Relative coordinate axes for unload-reload cycles

where
7,, = shear stress at the reload point RL
4,, = interface displacement at the reload point RL
K, = stiffness number on reloading
n,, = stiffness exponent on reloading
R;,, = failure ratio for reloading

@, = dimensionless scaling factor for reloading
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If the hyperbolic parameters K, n, R;, and 6 are assumed to have the same
values for both unloading and reloading, the following general expression is
obtained:

S 8,4, @-18)
’ 1 Rfur-IAs_AoI

+

o Ry a'On 'tan6
Klur.Yw 1—=

where
7, = shear stress at the unload or reload point
4, = interface displacement at the unload or reload point

ur = subscript denoting that the parameters have the same values for both
unloading and reloading of the interface

a = dimensionless scaling factor

Equation 4-18 is the general expression for hyperbolas passing through unload
and reload points.

4.3.2 Determination of the model parameter values

In the new extended model, two basic assumptions are made regarding the
values of the hyperbolic parameters:

a. The initial shear stiffness at the unload and reload points will take one of
two possible values, K ; or K, , depending on whether the unloading started
before or after mobilization of the peak strength.

b. The interface friction angle is independent of the direction of shear and can
take two possible values, J, or J,, depending on whether unloading was
applied before or after mobilization of the peak strength.

These assumptions are illustrated in Figure 4-10. Two possible unload-reload
cycles are considered: unloading-reloading before mobilization of the interface
peak strength and unloading-reloading after mobilization of the interface residual
strength. If unloading occurs before the mobilization of the peak strength, the
interface shear stiffness on unloading is assumed to be equal to the initial shear
stiffness K; for initial loading. Similarly, the interface friction angle is assumed
to be equal to the peak friction angle J,. The hyperbolic parameters to be
introduced in Equation 4-18 become:
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o, tan §,
> A,
K, /
' K =K, ! w =K,
K“;’ \Unload-reload =n / \Unload-reload n =n
[ before mobilization 4 after mobilizationof < *
of peak strength Ry = Ry residual strength Rir = Rg

Figure 4-10. Guidelines for selection of hyperbolic parameters for unloading-reloading of interfaces

K, = K,
nl"'= n
(4-19)
R, = Ry
d=39,

On the other hand, if unloading occurs after mobilization of the residual
strength, then the initial stiffness on unloading is assumed to be equal to the
initial stiffness K, for shear stress reversals, discussed in the previous section.
Similarly, the interface friction angle is assumed to be equal to the residual
friction angle J,. The hyperbolic parameters for the model become:
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K =

Tur Ir

ur= nr
(4-20)

Ry = By,

8=29

The results of the shear reversal tests support to a reasonable extent the use of
the same parameters for both unloading and reloading because the interface
response measured in these tests was very similar in both directions of shear.

The parameter a is a scaling factor for the hyperbolic shear stress-
displacement relationship, as illustrated in Figure 4-11a. Two unload paths from
hypothetical interface tests are represented in the figure. Unloading along path /
starts at point U1, close to mobilization of the interface peak shear strength, and
progresses until the shear strength is mobilized in the opposite direction, at U1 *.
Unloading along path 2 starts midway between zero and the peak shear strength,
and progresses until the shear strength is mobilized at U2 . According to the
formulation presented in this section, Equation 4-18 becomes:

1A, -4, |
’ 1 +Rf.IAs_Ao|
. J" -0, tand,

Ky,

4-21)

Figure 4-11b shows the unloading curves I and 2 in relative coordinates, as
was done for the shear reversals in the previous section. Both unloading curves,
represented by Equation 4-21, have identical shape as the initial loading curve,
represented by Equation 2-8, but are enlarged by the scaling factor @. This
feature of the extended hyperbolic formulation is found in some models for cyclic
loading of soils.

In the extended Massing models for cyclic loading of soils, a scaling factor of
two is usually assumed (Kramer 1996). This assumption is valid for unloading
paths such as 1. However, for unloading paths such as 2, the value of the scaling
factor & will be intermediate between 1 and 2 as illustrated in the figure. Based
on the work presented by Pyke (1979) for cyclic loading of soils, the following
expression for & was developed:

@ = [+1-SL_| (4-22)

where SL,, is the stress level at the unload or reload points, and the first term is
negative for unloading and positive for reloading.

The formulation of the extended hyperbolic model is represented by Equa-
tions 4-18 and 4-22. For its application, the hyperbolic parameter values,
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b) Scaling of unloading curves in (a) by factor o

Figure 4-11. Scaling of 7-4, relationship during unload by factor a in the extended hyperbolic model
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corresponding to initial loading and shear reversals, must be determined from
interface tests and introduced in Equation 4-18 following the guidelines
presented in Figure 4-10 and in Equations 4-19 and 4-20. As discussed in the
following section, it is recommended that the hyperbolic parameter values be
determined using the SID criterion developed during this investigation.

4.3.3 Evaluation of the model against results of unload-reload
interface tests

The results of the unload-reload tests performed on the Density Sand-to-
concrete interface, described in Chapter 3, are reproduced in Figures 4-12 to
4-14. The interface response under the type of loading applied in the tests was
modeled using the formulation described in the previous section, and the
modeling results are shown in the figures.

Figure 4-12 shows the data from test T202_5, which was performed under a
constant normal stress of 33 kPa. Unloading was initiated at a stress level of 0.7,
during initial loading of the interface and before mobilization of the peak
strength, and progressed until reaching a stress level of —0.7, where reloading
started. The interface response was simulated using Equations 4-18, 4-19, and
4-22 and the SID hyperbolic parameters for initial loading presented in Table 4-1.

It can be observed that the extended hyperbolic model produces reasonable
agreement with the data. It can also be observed that the interface shear stiffness,
upon unloading and reloading, is slightly higher than the value K ;assumed by the
model; however, this does not seriously affect the overall performance of the
model.

Figures 4-13 and 4-14 show the data from tests T201_5 and T203_15, which
were performed under constant normal stresses of 33 and 102 kPa, respectively.
An unload-reload cycle, contained within the first quadrant of the shear stress-
displacement plane, was applied between stress levels of 0.7 and 0.1 in both tests.
The hyperbolic interface response, given by Equations 4-18, 4-19, and 4-22, has
also been included in the figures. The interface response predicted by the model
is in good agreement with the test data.

As discussed in previous sections, the SID criterion approximates the actual
initial shear stiffness values better than the 70-95% criterion. Figure 4-15 shows
modeling results using the 70-95% parameter values for analysis of the same
unload-reload cycle presented in Figure 4-12. It can be observed that the inter-
face response obtained using the 70-95% parameter values is much softer than
the measured interface response and does not fit the test data accurately. Similar
results were obtained for the other unload-reload cycles presented in the previous
section. It may be concluded that the extended hyperbolic formulation produces
good results if the SID parameters are used.
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4.3.4 Limitations of the hyperbolic model extended to unload-
reload cycles

The main limitation of this model is that the actual response of the interface
does not follow a hyperbolic, shear stress-displacement relationship. As a result,
neither the 70-95% criterion nor the SID criterion gives an exact value of initial
interface shear stiffness. For the case of the dense Density Sand-to-concrete
interface used in this investigation, the measured initial shear stiffness is always
higher than that obtained from either criterion. Consequently, the extended
model gives an interface response during unloading and reloading that is softer
than the actual response.

The main consequence arising from the inaccuracy in the estimation of the
initial shear stiffness is shown in Figures 4-13 and 4-14. In each figure, the
reloading curve obtained from the tests and the reloading curve obtained from the
model intersect the primary loading curve at points R and /, respectively. In both
figures, point I is located to the right of R; therefore, the extended hyperbolic
model overestimated the net interface displacement after the complete unload-
reload cycle.

For the cases presented in Figures 4-12 to 4-14, the error introduced by the
lower values of initial shear stiffness was not significant because the initial shear
stiffness K; was obtained using the SID criterion, and only one unload-reload
cycle was applied on the interface.

A hypothetical interface test is presented in Figure 4-16, where two consecu-
tive unload-reload cycles are applied within the first quadrant. The error in the
displacement value obtained from the model after each loading cycle may result
in a significant overestimation of the final interface displacement.

In the following section, a modified formulation is presented that may yield a
better estimate of the total interface displacements after a number of unload-
reload cycles.

4.3.5 Optional beta-formulation for repeated unload-reload cycles
in the first quadrant ’

In the extended hyperbolic formulation, it is assumed that the initial interface
shear stiffness is the same for both unloading and reloading. In the previous
section, it was shown that, for repeated unload-reload cycles, this assumption
might lead to an overestimation of the interface displacement. For cases such as
the one illustrated in Figure 4-16, a formulation has been developed where
different initial shear stiffness values are assumed for unloading and for
reloading. This formulation is intended as an option for cases where a more
precise estimation of displacements under repeated loading is required.

In this formulation, the hyperbolic parameters for unload-reload are first
determined as in the extended formulation, according to Equations 4-19 or 4-20.
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a) Actual interface response after two consecutive unload-reload cycles
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b) Interface response in the extended hyperbolic model

Figure 4-16. Response of interface subjected to consecutive unload-reload
cycles

Then, the values of the stiffness numbers for unload and reload are calculated
using the following expressions:

K, = Bul ‘K, (4-23)

K, =B, K, 4-24)
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where £, and f, are nondimensional coefficients for unloading and reloading,
respectively. All the other hyperbolic parameters remain the same as in the
extended formulation.

Finally, the hyperbolic parameters are introduced in Equations 4-16 and 4-17
for unloading and reloading, respectively. There is no rational procedure to
estimate the values of the coefficients 8, and £,,, but they may be found with
relative ease by trial and error. For unloading, the value of £,,is modified until
the hyperbolic shear stress-displacement relationship for unloading passes
through the unload and reload points. For reloading, the value of S,,is modified
until the shear stress-displacement relationship passes through the reload point
and through point R in Figures 4-13 and 4-14. The unload and reload points and
point R are therefore the control points for the hyperbolic fit in this formulation.

This formulation was applied to tests T201_5 and T203_15, discussed in the
previous section, as shown in Figures 4-17 and 4-18. The values were adopted
for the coefficients: B,=1.92 and B,=3.2. These values are valid only for the
tests performed and cannot be used for modeling other interfaces.

The f-formulation gives an excellent fit to the test data for the unload-reload
cycles. It may be observed that the hyperbolic reload curve intersects the primary
loading curve very close to the unloading point. Therefore, this model may be
useful for cases of repeated unload-reload cycles where the extended hyperbolic
formulation, discussed in the previous section, may yield excessive
displacements.

It can be observed that, after intersecting the primary loading curve, the
reloading curve departs significantly from the test data. Therefore, for the imple-
mentation of the model in SSI analyses, an additional, Massing-type rule (Kramer
1996) is required: If the reload curve intersects the primary loading curve, it will
Jollow the primary loading curve until the next unloading occurs.

This formulation was developed only for unload-reload cycles contained in the
first quadrant, or within the quadrant where primary loading takes place. For
unload-reload cycles extending from the first to the fourth quadrant, as in Fig-
ure 4-12, analyses showed that the f-formulation is not accurate.

It must also be noted that the parameters §,,and £, do not have any physical
meaning, but are only a means of fitting the data. The values given herein are
applicable only to the Density Sand-to-concrete interface, subjected to the
particular loading conditions imposed during the tests.

Additional tests will be performed during the next phase of this investigation

to assess the validity and practical applications of this formulation for repeated
interface loading.
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4.4 Hyperbolic Model Extended to Staged Shear

As discussed in Chapter 1, the soil-structure interface in a lock wall may be
subjected to simultaneous changes of shear and normal stresses, which may occur
during placement of the backfill and operation of the lock. In this investigation,
the hyperbolic formulation by Clough and Duncan (1971) has also been extended
to cases of staged shear where the normal pressure increases during shear.

4.4.1 Formulation

Figure 4-19 shows a hypothetical case where the interface is initially sheared,
under a normal stress o, to a point S with coordinates (4,,, 7,) in the shear stress-
displacement plane. At point S, the normal stress is increased instantaneously to
a final value o,. A set of relative coordinate axes has been defined at point S. If
the response of the interface to shearing beyond point S is assumed to be hyper-
bolic, a derivation, similar to that presented in the previous sections, yields the
following expression:

T=1 + IAS _Astl (4_25)
i 1 + Rfsx : |As -Astl
o ny an'Un -tand
Klsr'Yw. ;:_

where
K, = stiffness number
n,, = stiffness exponent
Ry, = failure ratio

The parameters are valid for staged shear of the interface as denoted by the
subscript sz. The nondimensional scaling factor «,is defined as:

«, = [1-SL| (4-26)

where SL,, is the stress level determined after the increase of normal stress from
o, to 0,.

The hyperbolic model extended to staged shear is represented by Equa-
tions 4-25 and 4-26. It may be noted that comparing these expressions to Equa-
tions 4-18 and 4-22 shows that the formulations for unload-reload and staged
shear are mathematically identical. The hyperbolic parameters for staged shear,
however, differ from the unload-reload parameters as described in the following
section.
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Figure 4-19. Definition of relative coordinate axes in staged shear

4.4.2 Hyperbolic parameters for staged shear

Some guidelines are presented in Figure 4-20 for the selection of the hyper-
bolic parameters in staged shearing. If the pressure increment is applied before
mobilization of the peak strength, the following expressions may be used:
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Normal pressure [ Ky, = K;
increase before n,=n

R n;::i::g;g Ry =R, Normal pressure [Ku: = B8.K;
7 6=6, increase after |n,=n,
/ mobilization of | g e = Rﬁ-
=0, tan g, . residual strength

/ :

15 = Oy tan 8‘-

— A,

Figure 4-20. Guidelines for selection of parameters for hyperbolic model extended to staged shear

K, =K,
n=n
4-27
Rf_v = Rf
o= 6p

If the normal stress is increased after mobilization of the residual strength, the
following expressions may be used:

Klst = ﬁst KIr
n = nr
i (4-28)
R, =R,
5=5

where £, is a nondimensional coefficient with no physical meaning and is used
only to adjust the value of K, according to the actual initial stiffness observed in
the tests.
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4.4.3 Evaluation of the model against results of staged tests

A comparison between the interface response predicted by the model and the
results of the staged shear tests described in Chapter 3 is presented in Fig-
ures 4-21 through 4-25. Figures 4-21 and 4-22 show the data from staged tests
where the pressure increment was applied before mobilization of the peak
strength. Following Equation 4-27, the hyperbolic interface response was calcu-
lated using the parameters for initial loading in Table 4-1.

Figures 4-23 through 4-25 show the data from staged tests where the
increment in normal stress was applied after mobilization of the residual strength.
According to Equation 4-28, the stress-displacement response from the model
was calculated using the hyperbolic parameters from Table 4-3. The value
adopted for the nondimensional coefficient ,, found by trial and error, was

p.=5.

It may be observed that the model provides a good fit to the data from all the
tests. The analyses performed showed that the parameters from either the 70-
95% criterion or the SID criterion may be introduced in Equations 4-27 and 4-28;
in both cases, the results obtained were reasonable. The 70-95% parameter
values were used to generate the model curves in Figures 4-21 through 4-25.

For comparison, the type of interface response commonly assumed in SSI
analyses is also presented in Figures 4-21 through 4-25. The traditional model
yields an interface response that is softer than the actual response observed in the
tests. Consequently, the predicted displacements are larger than the measured
displacements.

4.5 Advantages and Limitations of the Extended
Hyperbolic Model

The extended hyperbolic formulation presented in previous sections provides
a reasonable estimate of the response of the Density Sand-to-concrete interface
under unloading-reloading and staged shear. The model conveys important
aspects of the behavior of the interface, and provides a more accurate estimate of
the interface response under those types of loading than the Clough and Duncan
(1971) hyperbolic formulation.

The hyperbolic parameters for the model may be determined from simple
interface tests. For loading such as one unloading-reloading cycle or staged shear
applied before the mobilization of the peak strength, only the hyperbolic param-
eter values for monotonic initial loading of the interface are required. These can
be determined from simple interface tests or can be found in published databases
(e.g., Peterson et al. 1976). For the cases of unloading-reloading and staged shear
applied after mobilization of the residual strength, some additional information
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from the interface tests is required for application of the extended hyperbolic
model.

It was noted that the interface response measured in the tests does not follow
exactly a hyperbolic shear stress-displacement relationship. If the hyperbolic
parameters determined from the SID criterion are used, the model appears to pro-
vide reasonable answers for the types of loading considered in the tests. How-
ever, it may be inaccurate for other cases, such as repeated unloading-reloading of
the interface. The optional A-formulation presented may be useful for modeling
repeated unloading-reloading, but there are not enough experimental data to
assess its practical applicability.

In lock walls during backfill placement or operation of the lock, the normal
stresses may change continuously during shear of the interface. Although the
model provides a reasonable estimation of interface response under staged shear,
where the normal stress increases instantaneously in a large increment, it has not
been evaluated against results of tests where more continuously increasing nor-
mal stress is applied. For continuous change in normal stress, the extended
hyperbolic model would continuously adjust the value of K, to the initial shear
stiffness value K; calculated for the normal stress applied at each instant. Since
the initial shear stiffness increases with increasing normal stress, it follows that
the resulting shear stress-displacement response given by the model will present
an upward concavity. Additional testing will be performed in the next phase of
this investigation to determine the actual interface response to such loading
conditions.

The extended hyperbolic model does not apply to cases of staged shear where
the normal stress decreases during shear. Further testing is required to determine
the interface response to this type of loading.

Finally, the model has not been evaluated against the results of tests per-
formed on other interfaces, nor has it been implemented for SSI analyses of lock
walls. Therefore, the extended hyperbolic model, as described in this report,
must be considered preliminary and subject to further improvements.

4.6 Summary

A preliminary version of an extended hyperbolic formulation for interfaces
was developed during this investigation. It is based on the hyperbolic model
developed by Clough and Duncan (1971), which was extended to shear stress
reversals, unload-reload, and staged shear. A summary of the formulation and its
application is presented in Figure 4-26. The extended hyperbolic formulation
was evaluated against the results of interface tests performed on the Density
Sand-to-concrete interface, which were described in Chapter 3. It appears to
provide a reasonable estimate of interface response under the types of loading
considered.
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A new criterion for determination of the hyperbolic parameters was included
in the extended hyperbolic model. This new SID criterion yields an estimate of
initial shear stiffness that is closer to the actual initial shear stiffness observed in
the tests. It is particularly useful for unload-reload cases, where the hyperbolic
parameters determined using the 70-95% procedure yield inaccurate answers. It
is anticipated that a simple correlation may be obtained between the SID param-
eters and the traditional 70-95% parameters. This would allow the use of the
hyperbolic parameters from published databases in the new formulation.

Although the model provides reasonable results for cases in which one
unload-reload cycle is applied, it is not believed to be accurate for cases of
repeated unloading-reloading. The optional f-formulation (Figure 4-27), also
developed during this investigation, may provide accurate answers for this type of
loading. However, there are still not enough experimental data for calibration and
evaluation of this formulation.

The extended hyperbolic model gives reasonable estimates of interface
response in cases of staged shear, where finite normal stress increments are
applied instantaneously during shear. It is more accurate than the type of inter-
face response commonly assumed in SSI analyses. However, its performance has
not been evaluated against results of tests in which the normal stress is increased
continuously during shear.

The following are main limitations of the extended hyperbolic model:
a. The stress-displacement interface response is assumed to be hyperbolic.

b. It does not model the postpeak displacement softening behavior observed
during the interface tests.

c. Ithas not been tested under loading paths with continuously increasing
normal stress.

d. It does not model staged shear with reductions in normal stress.

The extended hyperbolic model is still in its initial stages of development.
Further testing is required to evaluate the performance of the model for other
types of interfaces. Additionally, implementation of the proposed model in SSI
analyses of lock walls is required for a complete assessment of the issues related
to practical applications of the formulation.
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5 Summary and Conclusions

Earth retaining structures such as lock walls may be subjected to a significant
downdrag force that is generated during placement of the backfill and acts on the
backfill-to-structure interface. This downdrag force has a stabilizing effect that
could produce substantial economies if accounted for in the design of the lock
wall. The accurate estimation of the downdrag force requires an appropriate
model for the response of the backfill-to-structure interface to the type of loading
applied during placement of the backfill, inundation of the lock, and subsequent
operational stages.

The hyperbolic formulation developed by Clough and Duncan (1971) has
been used extensively in SSI analyses for modeling the interface response under
monotonic loading. However, it is not applicable to cases where the interface
undergoes unloading-reloading or simultaneous changes in shear and normal
stresses such as in the backfill-to-structure interface in lock walls. In this
investigation, an extended hyperbolic formulation was developed that can model
the interface response under initial loading, unloading-reloading, reversal in the
direction of shear, and staged shear.

The performance of the extended hyperbolic model was evaluated against the
results of a series of interface tests performed for this investigation. It was found
that the model provides an accurate approximation of the interface response.
However, this formulation is in its initial stages of development; it must be
validated against the results of additional tests on several types of interfaces, and
must be implemented in SSI analyses to verify its applicability.

This chapter summarizes the activities performed for this phase of the
investigation. Additionally, some conclusions are presented on the advantages
and limitations of the extended hyperbolic model, as well as recommendations
regarding the work to be performed during the final phase of this research.

5.1 Summary of Activities

This section summarizes all the activities completed for this Phase 1 report. It
is divided into three subsections: literature review, laboratory testing, and the
extended hyperbolic model.
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5.1.1 Literature review

The literature review focused on previous work concerning relevant issues for
this phase of the investigation: interface testing, interface modeling, and SSI
analyses of retaining walls. It will be extended as needed for the final report.

In the experimental work reviewed, the direct shear box (DSB) device and the
direct simple shear (DSS) device are used most frequently in sand-to-concrete
and sand-to-steel interface testing. All the testing devices described in the
literature present interface sizes that range from 105 by 105 mm to a maximum of
305 by 305 mm. The smaller interface sizes may induce errors in the
determination of the prepeak interface response due to end effects, and do not
allow the determination of the residual interface strength in all cases. The Large
Direct Shear Box (LDSB) at Virginia Tech allows testing of interfaces as large as
711 by 406 mm under monotonic or cyclic shear. The size of the interface
minimizes end effects and permits maximum interface displacements of 305 mm,
allowing the determination of the residual interface strength. The large
displacement capabilities of the LDSB also make possible shearing of the
interface in several stages with changing normal stress.

Most of the previous work on interface testing corresponds to monotonic shear
of the interface under constant normal stress. Only a few interface tests that
include unloading-reloading of the interface under constant normal stress have
been reported. No test results are available on interface response under staged
shear.

The hyperbolic model by Clough and Duncan (1971) has been commonly
implemented in the Goodman, Taylor, and Brekke (1968) joint element
formulation for modeling the interface response to monotonic shear under
constant normal stress. It is a simple model that conveys important aspects of
interface behavior using parameters that have physical meaning. However, it
does not provide accurate approximations to interface response under cyclic
loading or staged shear. None of the other interface models found in this
literature review accounts for simultaneous changes in shear and normal stresses.

Most of the studies on SSI analyses of lock walls that were reviewed for this
report conclude that the downdrag force, acting on the back of a retaining wall,
may contribute significantly to the stability of the structure. In typical lock walls,
the downdrag develops as a consequence of fill placement. During fill
placement, the shear and normal stresses acting on the backfill-to-structure
interface are changing simultaneously. During submergence and operation of the
lock, the shear stresses may be reduced or even reversed. Hence, it is important
to model accurately the interface response under staged shear, unloading-
reloading, and shear reversals.

A simplified method (Appendix F in HQUSACE 1997) to estimate the
downdrag force was described. The simplified method is useful to illustrate the
importance of an adequate estimation of the downdrag force in design.
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5.1.2 Laboratory testing

The following laboratory and field activities were performed during this phase
of the investigation:

a. Modifications to the LDSB.
b. Design and construction of a soil box and concrete slab.
c. Selection of the sand for interface tests.

d. Grain size distribution, minimum/maximum density, and triaxial testing
on the Density Sand. .

e. Field survey of existing concrete retaining walls to determine a range of
representative surface textures for the concrete specimen.

f. Development of appropriate testing procedures.

g- Interface testing following stress paths that model field conditions in lock
walls.

The LDSB was modified specifically to accommodate soil-to-concrete
interfaces, and a special aluminum soil box was designed and constructed that
allows compaction of the sand sample directly onto the concrete specimen. A
concrete specimen was prepared with surface features that are representative of
field conditions observed during a survey of existing retaining walls. The
concrete specimen is contained in a structural frame that minimizes its
deformations during interface shear.

- A fine, rounded, silica sand (Density Sand) was selected for interface testing.
A series of laboratory tests were performed on this sand: minimum/maximum
density, grain size analyses, specific gravity, and consolidated drained triaxial
tests. A set of hyperbolic parameter values was developed for the Density Sand,
based on the results of the triaxial tests. The parameter values obtained are
consistent with those reported by Duncan et al. (1980) for a similar material.

An intensive interface testing program was carried out that included initial
loading tests, staged shear tests, unload-reload tests, and shear reversal tests. The
initial-loading interface tests were performed after compaction of the sample of
Density Sand against the concrete specimen. The tests progressed until the
residual strength was mobilized. Subsequently, reversal tests were performed on
the interface, and the residual strength was mobilized in two directions of shear.
In the staged shear tests, the normal pressure was increased in steps during shear.
Staged shear tests were performed both before and after mobilization of the peak
strength. Several unload-reload tests were performed, where a complete loading
cycle was applied between two predetermined stress levels during initial loading
of the interface.
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The staged shear tests modeled field stress paths in which both normal and
shear stresses change simultaneously. Both the reversal tests and the
unload-reload tests were representative of field stress paths in which the shear
stresses may be reduced, or even reversed, as a consequence of a rise of the water
table behind a lock wall.

All the tests were performed on the dry interface between the concrete
specimen and the Density Sand compacted to a relative density of approximately
75%. It was observed that the Density Sand undergoes dilation and strain
softening during triaxial testing under all the confining pressures applied.
Similarly, dilation and displacement softening take place during initial loading of
the interface.

The peak interface strength is mobilized at small interface displacements that
range between 0.5 and 2 mm. The residual interface strength is mobilized after a
displacement of 5 to 15 mm. The initial loading tests yielded a peak interface
friction angle of 31 degrees, which is approximately 72 percent of the peak
internal friction angle of the sand (J/¢, = 0.72).

The residual interface friction angle was approximately 28 degrees. The
results of the shear reversal tests showed that the value of residual interface
strength is not dependent on the direction of shear.

The results of the interface tests obtained were the basis for development of
the extended hyperbolic formulation presented in Chapter 4. The extended
hyperbolic formulation models the interface response under stress paths similar,
but not identical, to those occurring at backfill-to-structure interfaces in lock
walls.

5.1.3 Extended hyperbolic model

A preliminary version of an extended hyperbolic formulation for interfaces
was developed during this investigation. It is based on the hyperbolic model
developed by Clough and Duncan (1971), which was extended to shear stress
reversals, unload-reload, and staged shear. A summary of the formulation and its
application was presented in Figure 4-26. The extended hyperbolic formulation
was evaluated against the results of interface tests performed on the Density
Sand-to-concrete interface. It appears to provide a reasonable estimate of
interface response under the types of loading considered.

A new criterion for determination of the hyperbolic parameter values was
included in the extended hyperbolic model. It has been referred to as the small
initial displacement criterion (SID) in this report and considers all the data points
in the zero to 95 percent stress level range for the determination of the hyperbolic
parameter values. The SID criterion yields an estimate of initial shear stiffness
that is closer to the actual initial shear stiffness observed in the tests. It is
particularly useful for unload-reload cases, where the hyperbolic parameter values
determined using the 70-95% procedure yield inaccurate answers. It is
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anticipated that a simple correlation may be obtained between the SID parameters
and the traditional 70-95% parameters. This would allow the use of the
hyperbolic parameters from published databases in the new formulation.

Although the model provides reasonable results for cases in which one
unload-reload cycle is applied, it is not believed to be accurate for cases of
repeated unloading-reloading. An optional B-formulation was also developed

 during this investigation that may provide accurate answers for this type of
loading. However, there are still not enough experimental data for calibration and
evaluation of this formulation. )

The extended hyperbolic model gives reasonable estimates of interface
response in cases of staged shear, where finite normal stress increments are
applied instantaneously during shear. It is more accurate than the type of
interface response commonly assumed in SSI analyses. However, its
performance has not been evaluated against results of tests in which the normal
stress is increased continuously during shear.

|
\
|

The model presents some important limitations: (a) the stress-displacement
interface response is assumed to be hyperbolic, (b) it does not model the post-
peak displacement softening behavior observed during the interface tests, (c) it
has not been evaluated for conditions of continuously increasing normal stress,
and (c) it does not model staged shear with reductions in normal stress.

The extended hyperbolic model is still in its initial stages of development.

Further testing is required to evaluate the performance of the model for other
‘ types of interfaces. Additionally, implementation of the proposed model in SSI
| analyses of lock walls is required for a complete assessment of the issues related
‘ to practical applications of the formulation.

5.2 Conclusions

The downdrag force acting on a retaining structure such as a lock wall often
has an important stabilizing effect on the structure, and it should be accounted for
in design. The estimation of the magnitude of the downdrag requires an accurate
modeling of the backfill-to-structure interface under the loading conditions
occurring in the field.

The extended hyperbolic formulation developed for this Phase 1 report allows
modeling of the interface under staged shear, unloading-reloading, and shear
reversals. The formulation is simple and the model parameter values can
generally be determined from a few interface tests in a straightforward manner.
Based on the results of the interface tests performed for this investigation, it was
found that the model provides an accurate approximation of the measured
response of the Density Sand-to-concrete interface.

This extended hyperbolic model is in its initial stages of development and
requires further evaluation against the results of additional tests on other types of
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interfaces. The extended hyperbolic formulation does not model staged shear
with reductions in normal stress, nor does it model the displacement softening
behavior observed in the tests. There are also some questions regarding the
accuracy of the interface response predicted by the model under field loading
conditions where the normal stress increases continuously during shear and not in
finite steps as in the interface tests. Furthermore, the model must be implemented
in SSI analyses of retaining walls to assess its applicability and accuracy in
practical situations.

5.3 Recommended Work

The development of a complete version of the extended hyperbolic model
requires some additional work consisting of (a) additional laboratory interface
tests on the same and different types of interfaces, (b) validation of the
preliminary version of the model against the results of these tests,

(c) implementation of the extended hyperbolic model in an SSI analysis program,
and (d) use of the SSI program to evaluate the applicability and accuracy of the
new interface model for analysis of retaining walls.

It is recommended that additional laboratory interface tests be performed for
the final phase of this investigation, including the following: tests on the Density
Sand-to-concrete interface where the normal pressure is increased continuously
and not by steps, staged tests where the normal stress is reduced during shear, and
tests on other types of interfaces.

Tests with continuous increase in normal pressure would allow the evaluation
of the performance of the extended hyperbolic formulation when modeling
interface response under field loading conditions in lock walls. It is anticipated
that some modifications to the model presented in this report would result from
such tests.

The interface response under a reduction of the normal stress during shear has
not been studied at this point. It is, however, an important issue for SSI analysis
of lock walls, where oscillations in the water table behind the wall may induce a
simultaneous decrease in the shear and normal stresses at the backfill-to-structure
interface. Interface tests may be performed to study the interface response of the
Density Sand-to-concrete interface under this type of loading.

The extended hyperbolic model should be validated against other types of
interfaces. Additional tests can be performed on the Density Sand-to-concrete
interface in which the sand will be compacted to a medium dense condition.
Tests can be carried out on the interfaces between concrete and sands of different
angularity and gradation. For each of the sands to be used in the interface tests, a
complete set of laboratory tests should be performed that includes grain size
gradation, minimum/maximum density, and consolidated drained triaxial tests. A
final version of the extended hyperbolic model would be developed based on the
results of these additional interface tests. Additionally, a database of hyperbolic
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parameters can be created to allow the implementation of the extended hyperbolic
model in SSI analyses of lock walls.

It is recommended that the final version of the extended hyperbolic model be
implemented in an SSI computer program such as SOILSTRUCT. The computer
program could then be used in analyses of retaining walls. A test can be
performed in the Instrumented Retaining Wall Facility (IRW) at Virginia Tech
where a sandy backfill is compacted in lifts and then inundated. The vertical and
horizontal forces acting on the wall are measured, and their values compared to
the results obtained from implementation of the model in SSI analyses of the
IRW. The accuracy of the model and the issues regarding its practical
implementation in SSI analyses may be evaluated based on the results of such a
test.

It is anticipated that additional analyses will be performed for some typical
cases of Corps of Engineers lock walls, using the extended hyperbolic model.
The results of these analyses may be compared to those obtained using the
simplified procedure (HQUSACE 1994) described in Chapter 2 of this report.
This may allow the implementation of some additions to this simplified procedure
for a more accurate design without the need of sophisticated SSI analyses.
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Appendix A
Notation _

Appendix A Notation

Reciprocal of the initial shear stiffness of the interface K, under
initial loading

Reciprocal of the initial shear stiffness K, upon shear reversal
Reciprocal of the asymptotic shear stress z,,, under initial loading

Reciprocal of the relative-asymptotic shear stress ¢, upon shear
reversal

Cohesion intercept in terms of effective stresses
Coefficient of curvature

Correction factor for the number of steps in the back side of a
rock-founded gravity wall

Correction factor for a rock-founded gravity retaining wall with an
inclined backfill surface

Uniformity coefficient

Correction factor for inclination of the back side of a rock-
founded gravity wall

Relative density
Thickness of the backfill above the hydrostatic water table
Thickness of the submerged backfill above the heel of the wall

Particle size diameter corresponding to 10%, 30%, or 60%,
respectively, passing in the grain size distribution curve

Al



E, Initial tangent modulus

F, Vertical force or downdrag per unit length of wall

F,' Effective horizontal force per unit length of wall
(0,-0,)2

G, Specific gravity )

H Height measured along a vertical plane passing through the heel
of the wall and extending through the backfill

H, Total backfill height as measured in Figure 2-5

k, Normal interface stiffness

k Interface shear sﬁffneés

| T Line joining the failure points in the p’-g plane

K, Earth pressure coefficient for effective horizontal forces

K, Dimensionless interface stiffness number for initial loading

K, Dimensionless interface stiffness number for shear reversals

K, Dimensionless interface stiffness number for reloading

K, Dimensionless interface stiffness number for staged shear

K, Dimensionless interface stiffness number for unloading

K, Dimensionless interface initial shear stiffness of the interface

K, Initial shear stiffness for shear for initial loading of the interface
reversals

K, Interface tangent stiffness

K, Earth pressure coefficient for vertical forces

K, Vertical shear force coefficient for sloping backfill and surcharge

K, ref Reference value of K, , obtained for a value of $ =0

v,

K, i Vertical shear force coefficient for self-weight of the backfill
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Kv,soil,ref

N
n
n

r

r,

SI,
Sl

ur

Appendix A Notation

Reference value of K, ; obtained for an inclination of the back of

the wall, 6, of 90 degrees

Number of steps in the back of a stepped wall
Dimensionless interface stiffness exponent for initial loading
Dimensionless interface stiffness exponent for shear reversals
Dimensionless interface stiffness exponent for reloading
Dimensionless interface stiffness exponent for staged shear
Dimensionless interface stiffness exponent for unloaﬂing

(o, +0;)2

Atmospheric pressure

Applied surcharge pressure

Subscript denoting shear reversal

Failure ratio for initial loading

Failure ratio for shear reversals

Failure ratio for reloading

Failure ratio for staged shear

Failure ratio for unloading

Subscript denoting staged shear of the interface

Horizontal distance from the vertical plane through the wall heel
to the top of the backfill slope

Relative stress level
Stress level at the unload or reload points

Subscript denoting that a parameter has the same values for both
unloading and reloading of the interface

Dimensionless scaling factor for reloading

Dimensionless scaling factor for unloading
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ﬂub ﬂrl

Y
}’max ’ }’nun
},maist

Yo

Nondimensional coefficients for unloading and reloading,
respectively

Buoyant unit weight of submerged backfill

Maximum and minimum density, respectively

Moist unit weight of the backfill above the water table
Unit weight of water

Angle of interface friction

Peak interface friction angle

Residual interface friction angle

Actual sliding displacement between soil particles and concrete

Deformation of the sand mass due to distortion during interface
shear

Displacement measured between the soil box and concrete
specimen

Displacement normal to the interface
Interface displacement at the unload or reload point

Coordinates in the shear stress-displacement plane at the shear
reversal point R/

Interface displacement at the reload point RL
Displacement along the interface

Vertical displacement during interface testing
Interface displacement at the unload point UL
Axial strain

Normal stress acting on the interface
Effective vertical stress

Major principal total stress

Major principal effective stress

Appendix A Notation



o, Total confining stress
o’ Effective confining stress
(0, - 0;); Deviator stress at failure

(0, - 0;). Asymptotic strength in triaxial testing

T Interface shear stress

] Interface shear strength for initial loading

7 Interface relative shear strength for shear reversals

T, Interface shear stress at the unload or reload point

T, Interface shear stress at the reload point RL

7, Relative-asymptotic interface shear stress for shear reversals
T, Interface shear stress at the unload point UL

Ty Asymptotic interface shear stress value for initial loading

(4 Peak friction angle

o, Friction angle at a strain of 15%

Appendix A Notation
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